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ABSTRACT
The purposes of this study are to explain the socio­
economic structure determining the intrastate differences in 
the distribution of income among families in Louisiana and 
to analyze changes in income concentration over the period 
1950 to 1970. The Gini ratio was adopted as the most appro­
priate measure of income distribution. Income refers to pre­
tax money income received by families in each Louisiana 
Parish, i.e. county, as published in the Census of Population 
for 1 9 5 0 , I9 6 0, and 1 9 7 0 .
Marginal productivity theory provides a conceptual 
framework for an empirical investigation between the struc­
tural characteristics of an economy and income inequality. 
However, analysis of income distribution goes beyond the 
factors which determine labor's marginal product and brings 
in other forces, such as discrimination, age and property 
income.
Nine independent variables were tested in the cross 
section analysis for each of the three decadal intervals: 
median years education for adults over 25 years of age, the 
fraction of females above a certain age that participate in 
the labor force, the percentage of the population that is 
nonwhite, the percentage of the population that is over 65
ix
Xyears of age, the proportion of workers that are craftsmen, 
clerical or operative workers, the percentage of the total 
population that is classified as rural farm, the fraction of 
property income to total parish personal income, the per­
centage of the total labor force that is employed in manu­
facturing, and median family income.
Only three variables (median years education, female 
participation, and median family income) generate regression 
coefficients with the same sign in each of the three cross 
sections. Median years education and median family income are 
negatively related, and the female participation rate is 
positively related, to income inequality in each of the three 
cross sections. Two variables, median family income and 
median years of education, rank consistently high in each of 
the nine variable models, according to the beta coefficient.
Because median family income and education are con- 
sistantly negatively related to interparish inequality, 
increases in these two variables should be conducive to" 
reduced inequality. There is some evidence that race is less 
important in determining inequality, at least over the period 
I960 to 1970. The fraction nonwhite is less important in 
determining income inequality, by both the beta coefficient 
and the t-test, in 1970 than in i9 6 0 .
In order to focus on changes in both inequality and the 
related socio-economic variables, the rates of change in inde­
pendent variables were regressed on the rates of change in 
income concentration for each of three different periods: 1950
to I960, I960 to 1970, and 1950 to 1970. Unlike the results 
revealed in the cross-section analysis, there was a relatively 
low degree of association between the changes in the concen­
tration ratio and the corresponding changes in the explana­
tory variables. The income variable (in this case, the 
increase in median family income) is significantly associated 
with reductions in inequality at the 1 per cent level in the 
intervals 1950 to i960 and 1950 to 1970. Over the interval 
I960 to 1970, change in median years of education is the only 
variable significantly associated with changes in the Gini 
ratio. This results supplements the conclusion derived from
1
the cross-section analysis— namely, that education is con­
sistently and importantly related to reductions in income ine­
qual ity.
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The study of income distribution may be conveniently 
and somewhat arbitrarily divided into three categories— (1) 
the theory of functional distribution, (2) the determination 
of distributive shares, and (3) the size distribution of 
income. The first approach, outlined in nearly every intro­
ductory economics textbook, is concerned with the determi­
nation of factor prices through the interaction of factor 
supply and the derived demand for the factor. This approach 
to income distribution is closely associated with production 
theory through the concept of marginal productivity, which 
forms the basis for factor demand.
The second category of the study of income distri­
bution, the determination of distributive shares, is closely 
related to the first approach and is seldom distinguished 
from it. However, even the study of distributive shares may 
be broken into two subsections. On one side are investi­
gations into the change of income shares over time. Original 
research by Bowley1 pointed to the constancy of the share of
1Arthur Lyon Bowley, Wages and Income in the United 
Kingdom Since 1&60 (Cambridge, England: The Cambridge Uni­
versity Press, 1937).
labor in national income. More recent work in this field
indicates that the constancy of wages is not as strong as
2
previously supposed. A second subsection of this approach 
to income distribution is typically empirical and macro­
oriented. For lack of a better nomenclature, this variation 
may be called the neo-classical macro-distribution theory.J 
This approach begins by specifying a production function, 
perhaps a Cobb-Douglas or a CES production function, and 
endeavors to derive the share of total output going to the 
inputs (typically, labor and capital are the only inputs 
considered). The elasticity of substitution is derived both 
theoretically and empirically, and it then allows the inves­
tigator to determine the percentage increase in the capital- 
labor ratio resulting from a one percent increase in the 
price ratio of labor and capital.
The size distribution of personal income, a third 
approach to the study of income distribution, refers to the 
frequency distribution of income-expenditure units ranked
2
An early critical evaluation of this thesis is found 
in Robert M. Solow, "A Skeptical Note on the Constancy of 
Relative Shares,” American Economic Review, XLVII, No. 4 
(September, 195°)> bltf-031. For a recent review of the 
literature see Irving B. Kravis, "Income Distribution: Func­
tional Share," International Encyclopedia of the Social 
Sciences. VII (New York: The Macmillan Company and The Free
Press, 1963), 132-139.
^See Martin Bronfenbrenner, "Neo-Classical Macro- 
Distribution Theory," in Jean Marchal and Bernard Ducros, 
eds., The Distribution of National Income (New York: St.
Martin’s Press,—1 ) ,  7bff.
according to the size of their personal income. The size 
distribution is presented by displaying the number of income 
recipients in the corresponding ranked ranges of income 
received. The focus of this approach is how much individual 
units earn, not so much whether that income consists of wage, 
interest, profit, or property income.
Study of each of these approaches to income distri­
bution is important, for they serve to illuminate the eco­
nomic system. However, each of these approaches suffers from 
certain drawbacks. Specifically, the factor pricing approach 
to income distribution is not helpful in an analysis of the 
remuneration of entrepreneurs.^ Furthermore, straightforward 
application of the theory of functional distribution does not 
facilitate the examination of the personal income distri­
bution. The study of distributive shares suffers, in the 
first case, from problems of definition. One such problem is, 
for example, the question whether . . . the profit of a small 
business should be treated exclusively as profit or as a
combination of profit and a return to the labor rendered by 
5
the owner. In the second case of the distributive shares 
approach, the utilization of only labor and capital as inputs
"^For a recent attempt to reconcile empirical aspects 
of entrepreneurial income, see Laurits R. Christensen,
”Entrepreneurial Income: How Does it Measure Up?” American 
Economic Review, LXI, No. 4 (September, 1971)t
5
For a more thorough treatment of these and similar 
definitional problems associated with the distributive shares 
approach, see Irving B. Kravis, ’’Relative Income Shares in 
Fact and Theory.” American Economic Review, XLIX, No. 5 
(December, 1959;» 917-949.
in the production function eliminates reference to profits 
and property in the distribution process, and there is no 
recognition of the role of socio-economic forces in income 
distribution. Finally, research in the personal distribution 
of income has been closely tied to statistical theory, with 
emphasis on explaining the existing size distribution in 
terms of probability theory.^ Only recently has attention 
been directed to an investigation of socio-economic factors 
that are associated with inequality in the personal distri­
bution of income.
What is needed is an approach that recognizes the 
connection between the diverse nature of productive services 
offered by individuals and the inequality of their income. 
This study presents such a connection both theoretically and 
empirically by relating a statistical measure of income 
distribution with socio-economic variables that reflect both 
marginal productivity and "power" forces in the economy.
Objective of the Study
The primary purpose of this study is to explain the 
socio-economic structure determining the intrastate differ­
ences in the distribution of before-tax money income among 
families in Louisiana. A theoretical model of income distri­
bution by size is hypothesized and tested using cross- 
section data from 1950, I960, and 1970. Emphasis is directed
^For an excellent review of such efforts, see Jan 
Pen, Income Distribution: Facts, Theories, Policies (New
York: Praeger, 1970;, Chapter IV.
to the question whether there has been a tendency for inter­
parish differences in the inequality of income distribution 
to change, and, if so, what have been the contributing 
factors.^
The use of cross-section data by intervals of a 
decade provides for an analysis of changes over time in the 
importance of socio-economic variables on regional income 
distribution. Such an analysis has important policy impli­
cations. It has generally been recognized that poor regions 
are characterized by severe income inequality and that 
countries with higher per capita incomes have less inequal­
ity of income distribution. To some policy makers, these 
observations imply that economic growth offers a viable long- 
run method of diminishing income dispersion. This impli­
cation is rejected by others, who fear that economic growth 
would leave some groups or individuals just as poor, rela­
tive to higher-income groups, over time. Hence, a secondary 
purpose of this study is to investigate, by examining the 
experience of Louisiana between 1950 and 1970, whether there 
exists a trade-off dilemma or a complementary relationship 
between equality of income and economic growth.
The Parish as a 
Unit of Observation
For the purposes of this study, the basic geograph­
ical units of observation are Louisiana*s sixty-four parishes.
'"Parish” is the term used in Louisiana to refer to 
the civil division known as a county in all other states.
These parishes are used in a cross-sectional evaluation of 
the hypothesized model of the size distribution of income in 
Louisiana. In previous socio-economic studies of the size 
distribution of income, investigators have used both inter­
national and interstate data. Both data sources have 
certain disadvantages. International comparisons of income 
size distribution are subject to statistical and conceptual 
limitations which may result in less meaningful conclusions. 
There are international differences in the concept of 
income, of the income-receiving unit, of the reference 
period, of relative price differentials, of sampling methods, 
of the degree of response, and so on. State-to-state 
comparisons have the advantage of having access to available 
and compatible data. Nevertheless, states are somewhat 
unsuitable units for economic analysis because economic trans' 
actions seldom coincide with state boundaries. The same 
argument can be advanced against the use of parish data for 
intrastate analysis. However, there are sufficient differ­
ences among Louisiana parishes in (1) size of population, (2) 
occupational affiliation and industry mix, and (3) demo­
graphic factors to use them in a cross-section study of 
intrastate differentials in income size distribution. More­
over, the number of parishes is sufficiently large to 
facilitate meaningful statistical measurement.
Another justification for "dis-aggregating" the 
income distribution problem on a parish basis is that there 
is some evidence indicating that specific determinants of
income distribution demonstrate varying degrees of signifi­
cance when applied to intra- and interregional data. Chis- 
wick , for example, found years of schooling to have better 
explanatory power (of earnings) between regions rather than 
within regions. Chiswick attributes this difference to the 
possibility that within regions, other factors which relate 
to inequality, such as age and ability, may vary more widely 
than across regions, and differences in income distribution 
within a region may be more easily affected by these latter 
forces than by years of schooling.
The selection of the smallest geographic region pos­
sible as the unit of observation is also justified in view
of a phenomenon described as "the demonstration effect."
g
As originally hypothesized by James Duesenberry7 this effect 
describes the impulse that reduces consumer resistance to 
increase expenditures out of a given income. Specifically, 
increased frequency of contact with superior goods induces 
dissatisfaction with one's present possessions and leads to 
action to eliminate the feeling by increasing expenditures. 
This effect has been cited as one of the reasons why saving 
is so low in underdeveloped countries, viz., high-income 
individuals in the less developed areas are acquainted with
Barry R. Chiswick, Human Capital and the Distri­
bution of Personal Income (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, 
Columbia University, 1967), p. 46. 
a
James S. Duesenberry, Income, Saving, and the Theory 
of Consumer Behavior, Galaxy Books, (New York: Oxford Uni­
versity Press, 196?), p. 27.
8Western consumption levels and, being driven to attain them, 
are psychologically unable to save.^^ Suppose the demon­
stration effect is valid and an individual's utility is a 
function not only of his own income and consumption, but also 
of that of others with whose consumption patterns he comes 
into contact.^" Then consider the relative strength of the 
demonstration effect when generated by international compar­
isons, as opposed to comparison with neighbors. In the 
absence of contradictory empirical evidence, the power of the 
demonstration effect is assumed to be directly related to the 
proximity of its source. Consequently, investigation into 
causes of income inequality in small geographic regions has 
the potential for contributing to an evaluation of various 
policy considerations.
Everett E. Hagen, The Economics of Development 
(Homewood, Illinois: Richard D. Irwin, Inc., l9b8), 135.
Ragnar Nurkse in "Some International Aspects of the Problem 
of Economic Development," American Economic Review, XLII, No.
2 (May, 1952), 578, was one of the first to applythe demon­
stration effect to international relations. According to 
Nurkse, "On the international plane, also, knowledge of or 
contact with superior consumption patterns extends the 
imagination and creates new wants . . . .  The temptation to 
copy American consumption patterns tends to limit the supply 
of inveBtible funds." Factors other than the demonstration 
effect deserve attention in analyzing the inability of the 
less developed countries to save and supply funds for 
domestic investment. Specific limiting factors include 
political and economic uncertainty, low incomes, and an 
inadequate financial infrastructure.
11An elaboration of the relationship between utility 
functions which depend on the income of others and the 
income distribution is found in Lester C. Thurow, "The 
Income Distribution as a Pure Public Good," Quarterly Journal 
of Economics« LXXXV, No. 2 (May, 1971), 327-336.
9A final advantage of using data from smaller geo­
graphic regions is that it closely approximates the ideal 
data disaggregation. In studying the socio-economic struc­
ture commensurate with differences in the size distribution 
of income, the ideal data should provide each individual's 
income level cross-classified with socio-economic variables 
hypothesized to be relevant to the distribution of income. 
Thus, the investigator should know the income, education, 
age, training, work experience, race, migration pattern, etc., 
of each individual in the sample. Regretably, such data are 
not yet available on a wide basis. In the absence of such 
cross-classified data, the investigator must depend on some 
degree of aggregation. Rather than associate a certain 
level of income with a given socio-economic variable— e.g., 
the level of education— the investigator must associate the 
distribution of income with the known facts of the educational 
level of the corresponding population. However, the smaller 
the geographic region chosen for the analysis, the more 
closely the investigation approximates the ideal conditions of 
individual cross-classification.
Plan of the Study
The remainder of this work is organized as follows: 
Chapter II reviews the literature concerning the size distri­
bution of income, specifying the economic significance, the 
previous research, and the data sources for size distribution 
studies. Chapter III discusses the methodology of this 
study and provides a brief review of various measures of
income distribution. To develop a frame of reference for 
testing various hypotheses of income distribution, Chapter 
IV consists of an analytical review of the factors which are 
deemed important in explaining differences in income inequal­
ity. In Chapter V these hypotheses are subjected to statis­
tical testing. Chapter V also includes an analysis of the 
changes in parish income inequality over the period under 
consideration and an evaluation of the relative strength of 
the explanatory variables over time. Finally, Chapter VI 
contains the main conclusions drawn from the study and a 
brief discussion of the policy implications of the results.
CHAPTER II
THE SIZE DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME
Discussion of the size distribution of income is 
frequently imbedded in controversy. As an introduction to 
the inherently controversial nature of the subject, this 
chapter reviews the sources and significance of income 
inequality in a free society, both in its micro- and macro- 
economic aspects. The chapter also includes a review of 
research on the size distribution of income and a review of 
data sources compatible with this study's objectives.
A certain degree of inequality in the distribution of 
incomes accompanies the smooth operation of a free enter­
prise economy. Inequality of income and wage differentials 
allows rational allocation of people to occupations. Wage 
differentials are necessary to attract skills to highly 
productive occupations. If the additional income paid to 
highly productive skills is eliminated (perhaps through 
taxation), then part of the incentive for entering those 
occupations is removed. It may be that some extremely high 
salaries are unwarranted, a condition which constitutes 
economic rent, and could be taxed away without distorting 
factor supply. But it is not a simple matter to precisely
11
12
measure the appropriateness and extent of such taxation. In 
the absence of wage differentials and, consequently, of 
income inequality, other means of directing economic activity 
would be required.
Furthermore, some degree of income inequality is 
conducive to economic growth and creativity. Evidence indi­
cates that the rich tend to put their saving into more 
aggressive investments than do lower-income wealth owners, 
thus facilitating technological change and promoting economic 
growth.'*' Redistribution, even if it did not change the total 
amount of saving, might affect the distribution of saving as 
the lower-income recipients sought to place their savings in 
more secure investments or to augment their stock of consumer 
assets. Thus, insofar as income redistribution tends to 
reduce the supply of venture capital, economic growth is 
inhibited.
Although income inequality is an important aspect of
a free enterprise economy, a severe degree of inequality is
a weakness of capitalism insofar as it becomes to severe as
o
to interfere with the operation of the economic system. For
^■Robert J. Larapman, The Share of Top Wealth-Holders in 
National ~Wealth (Princeton, N. J.: Princeton University tress
for the National Bureau of Economic Research, 1962), 135*
2
Inequality need not be severe to promote social unrest. 
The source, as distinguished from the degree, of income 
inequality may be conducive to dissatisfaction. Lampman, for 
example, uses the term "capricious inequality" to refer to 
those differences in income resulting not from the smooth 
functioning of the economic system but from nonproductive or 
arbitrary forces, such as racial or sex discrimination. See 
Robert J. Lampman, Ends and Means of Reducing Income Poverty 
(New York: Markham Press, 1971), 30.
13
example, extreme disparities in living standards may create 
class feelings and strife, which, in turn, place restraints 
upon the close cooperation essential to the functioning of a 
complex economy. Secondly, high-income groups have dispro­
portionate power to direct resources to uses of their own 
choice, such as ostentatious display and conspicuous con­
sumption, while lower income groups may lack essentials of 
diet, clothing, and shelter. Thirdly, economic inequality 
creates inequality of opportunity which may result in an 
important loss to society. It is possible for people with 
limited innate ability, but proper connections and adequate 
training, to rise to high positions, and in the process to 
block the paths of people more suitably qualified, but unable 
to acquire the connections and training.
There is much sentiment for a more equal distribution 
of income, although the argument receives little support from 
economic theory. Following Jeremy Bentham, the welfare case 
for greater equality of income is based on the premise that 
a given total income yields the most satisfaction when it is 
equally distributed. This is "proven" by assuming diminishing 
utility of income. Thus an additional dollar of income means 
much less to a rich man than to a poor man. By taking a 
dollar from a rich man and giving it to the poor man, the rich 
man is hurt much less than the poor man is helped. Thus the
^W. Stark, Jeremy Bentham*s Economic Writings, I 
(London: George Allen and Unwin for the Royal Economic
Society, 1952), 113-116.
14
transfer increases the sum total of happiness. If the goal 
of society is to maximize the total satisfactions experienced 
by individuals comprising it, the policy implications are 
clear.
This humanistic case for income-redistribution is 
unacceptable if the assumption of diminishing marginal utility 
of income is rejected. The classic illustration employed by 
those who reject diminishing marginal utility of income 
postulates a millionaire pressed for cash and a pauper satis­
fied with what he has. Another illustration of an exception 
to diminishing marginal utility of income postulates a man 
born to wealth and income being severely damaged psychically 
by an egalitarian policy. Certainly, income redistribution 
might result in less total happiness for specific cases, 
given special assumptions. These cases, however, must be 
judged to be irrelevant, or of very little consequence in 
considering total welfare. In general, it is probably true 
that some income re-distribution would work to increase the 
happiness of society over a period of years.^
In the context of macroeconomic theory, the
^For further discussion of the redistribution of 
income see H. M. Hochman and J. D. Rodgers, "Pareto Optimal 
Redistribution," American Economic Review, LIX, No. 4 
(September, 19o9), 542-557; George M. von Furstenberg and 
Dennis C. Mueller, "The Pareto Optimal Approach to Income 
Redistribution: A Fiscal Application," American Economic
Review, LXI, No. 4 (September, 1971), 628-t>37; Franklin M. 
Wisher and Jerome Rothenberg, "How Income Ought to be 
Distributed," Journal of Political Economy, LXIX, No. 2 
(April, 1961), 162-ltJO; and Robert Strotz, "How Income 
Ought to be Distributed," Journal of Political Economy,
LXIX, No. 3 (June, 1961), 271-278.
distribution of income is a salient factor in determining
the level of aggregate demand and, ultimately, in achieving
full employment. Malthus recognized the connection between
the increase in the degree of income inequality and the
potential for insufficient effective demand, the conse-
5
quence of which is a decline in economic activity.
Keynesian economics also focuses attention on the distri­
bution of income through the concept of the consumption 
function and aggregate demand. In the General Theory, Keynes 
recognizes six "objective" factors that can cause shifts in 
the consumption function, one of these being changes in 
fiscal policy, which includes income redistribution.^ 
Subsequently, a controversy has arisen regarding the power 
of changes in income distribution, particularly through the 
progressive income tax, to shift the consumption function in
order to bring about desired changes in aggregate demand and 
7
employment.
The importance of income redistribution on the 
consumption function is stressed in the work of the early
^Thomas Robert Malthus, Principles of Political 
Economy (1336; reprint ed., New York: Augustus M. Kelley,
193TJT 322-325 and 400-410.
^J. M. Keynes, The General Theory of Employment, 
Interest and Money (London: Macmillan and Company, 193h)»
w .   --------
7
For a review of this controversy see Thomas Rex 
Beard, "Progressive Income Taxation, Income Redistribution, 
and the Consumption Function," National Tax Journal, XIII, 
No. 2 (June, i9 6 0), 163-177, plus errata note.
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g
Keynesians. The implication is that an increase in the 
share of income to the upper income groups (those with a 
relatively high propensity to save) pushes the consumption 
function downward, resulting in below-full-employment equi­
librium.
Recent empirically-based investigations of the 
consumption function raise considerable doubt as to the 
effect of income redistribution. One of the more signifi-
Q
cant contributions is presented by Duesenberry.7 In his 
analysis, an individual’s consumption expenditure depends, 
not on the absolute level of income, but on the rate of his 
expenditures relative to the expenditures of those with whom 
he associates. The demonstration effect is very strong when 
the disparity among income classes is very wide. A decrease 
in income inequality may push the consumption function down­
ward (rather than upward as the Keynesian economists would 
argue) as the incentive for emulation is weakened.
Research on the Size 
Distribution of Income
Research on the size distribution of income can be 
classified into one or more of the following major areas:
(1) the measures and theoretical distribution of income; (2)
g
See, for example, Alvin Hansen, A Guide to Keynes 
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1953), 219, and Joan Robinson, The
Problem of Full Employment (London: Workers' Educational
Association, 1943), 3-4-.
9 ^Duesenberry, Income, Saving, and the Theory of
Consumer Behavior, 25-32.
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investigations of the factors that determine income distri­
bution; (3) the extent to which there has been a change in 
the degree of income inequality over time and the under­
lying factors that may have operated to bring about such a 
change; (4) cyclical changes in income distribution; and (5) 
the income distribution among countries of varying levels of 
economic development. Measures of income inequality are 
discussed in Chapter III; the second and third areas are 
discussed in this section, but the last two af*eas are not 
reviewed here, as they do not pertain to this investigation.
Explanations of the factors responsible for differ­
ences in the size distribution of income derive largely from 
the writings of A. C. Pigou.10 Observing that the Gaussian 
normal distribution (which fits many human characteristics, 
such as height, weight, I.Q.) does not apply to income,
Pigou proceeds by adopting the normal distribution as a 
starting point. Then the resulting bias in the distribution 
of income is explained in terms of such factors as property, 
inheritance, differentials in parental ability and incli­
nations to invest in training for their children, and 
consequences of inherited social position.11
10A. C. Pigou, The Economics of Welfare (London: 
Macmillan and Co., 1952), 656-651.
^This approach is superbly reviewed by Hans 
Staehle, "Ability, Wages and Income," Review of Economics 
and Statistics, XXV, No. 1 (February, 19^3)» 77-78. THomas 
Mayer in "The Distribution of Ability and Earnings,"
Review of Economics and Statistics, XLII, No. 2 (May, I960), 
1 8 9 - 1 9 argues that whatever the distribution of ability, 
the distribution of earnings will have more positive
13
One of the most widely attempted explanations of the
size distribution of income involves treating the income
curve as a by-product in the play of forces, such as chance,
which are independent of the form of social or economic
organization. There are a variety of such studies, but the
12pioneering work for this approach is attributed to Gibrat.
Gibrat specifies the income distribution as lognormal. 
The lognormal distribution is a distribution which is normal 
in the logarithm of the variable. If X is a positive variable 
and Y equals log X which is normally distributed, then X is 
said to be lognormally distributed. J Plotting the cumulative 
percentage of incomes above each given level of income against 
the logarithm of income, Gibrat observes that in many cases 
the points form a straight line (thus confirming that the 
distribution is lognormal). Rather than relate this dis­
tribution to basic economic theory, Gibrat proposes "the 
law of proportionate effect." This "law" says that the 
probability of a jump from one income class to the next in
skewness than the distribution of ability and that, conse­
quently, there is no conflict between the psychologists1 
normal distribution of ability and the economists* skewed 
distribution of earnings.
1 ?
Robert Gibrat, Les Inequalities Economiques (1931). 
For an English translation of relevant excerpts see Inter­
national Economic Papers (New York: Macmillan Co. for the
international Economic Association, 1937), pp. 53-70.
13JJosef Steindl, "Size Distributions in Economics," 
International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, XIV (New 
York: wiacmillan Co. and The tree Press, iyotf;, 295-300.
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the course of a year is independent of the income from which 
the jump is made. Utilization of this law and application of 
the central limit theorem produces a resulting income 
distribution that is lognormal. Thus Gibrat explains the 
observed distribution. One difficulty with Gibrat*s 
explanation is that there is a tendency for the variance to 
increase. Modifications introduced by subsequent writers 
provide a stabilizing influence to offset the diffusion and 
achieve a better fit to observed income distributions.^ 
Because these models are reviewed elsewhere in the litera­
ture, and because they are, for the most part, unrelated to
basic economic theory, they receive no further consideration 
15in this study.
Other recent studies concentrate on the effect of 
human capital on the inequality and skewness of income (or 
earnings). Following this approach, the skewed distribution 
of income is attributed to the choice of occupations by 
individuals; some occupations require more intensive training 
and formal education than others, and those who enter them 
are normally paid relatively high incomes to compensate for 
their initial investment. Obviously, this "human capital"
■^D. G. Champernowne, "A Model of Income Distri­
bution," Economic Journal, LXII, No. 250 (June, 1953), 3lS- 
351; Michael Kalecki, "On the Gibrat Distribution," 
Econometrica, XIII, No. 2 (April, 1945), 161-170; and R. G.
S. Rutherford, "Income Distribution: A New Model,"
Econometrica, XXIII, No. 3 (July, 1955), 277-294.
^For a review of these abstract models, see 
Steindl, "Size Distributions," 295-300.
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approach is intimately related to the study of income
distribution, for costs and returns to investment in human
capital must be measured by earnings differentials. In
one of the more important studies, Chiswick‘S  develops a
model relating the natural log of income to years of training
and the rate of return from training. An extensive survey
of the human capital approach to income distribution has been
recently provided by Jacob Mincer, and the interested
17reader is referred to that article.
In other studies emphasis is directed to relating
socio-economic characteristics of income recipients to the
distribution of income. The earliest studies in this
direction merely identify age, education, race, etc., as
among the more important characteristics in explaining
1$inter-group differences in income distribution. Subse­
quent studies in this vein use multiple regression analysis 
to establish more precisely the degree of income inequality
"^Chiswick, Human Capital.
17'Jacob Mincer, "The Distribution of Labor Incomes:
A Survey with Special Reference to the Human Capital 
Approach,” Journal of Economic Literature, VIII, No. 1 
(March, 1970"), 1-25':
lSPerhaps the best example of this type of study is 
Morris A. Copeland, "The Social and Economic Determinants of 
the Distribution of Income in the United States,” American 
Economic Review, XXXVII, No. 1 (March, 1947), 5o-75~* Another 
study along the same lines is Herman P. Miller, Income of 
the American People (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1955),
especially Chapters 4-6. One of the most recent examples of 
this approach is by Bernard F. Haley in Marchal and Ducros, 
eds., Distribution of National Income, 3-29*
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attributable to each of several explanatory variables.
In each case, the data represent a state-to-state or an
international comparison of income inequality.
20In a recent article, Lester C. Thurow investi­
gates both micro- and macroeconomic factors which determine 
income distribution. In order to distinguish between the 
different influences of the level of income and its concen­
tration, Thurow introduces a distribution function— the 
"beta" distribution— which is defined by two parameters,^* 
and {* .21 Both <T and f  measure median income and concen­
tration. However, higher <T values measure increased 
concentration, and higher {* values reflect reduced concen­
tration. The function is fitted to the actual income 
distribution, using a nonlinear procedure to find values 
for f  and fT . The estimated values of and (T when 
applied to the function explain from 92 to 98 per cent of 
the distribution (as measured by the coefficient of deter­
mination), depending on the data source. Thurow then 
analyzes the factors that affect the parameters f  and (T ,
■^See, for example, D. J. Aigner and A. J. Heins,
"On the Determinants of Income Inequality," American Eco­
nomic Review, LVII, No. 1 (March, 1967), 175-184; Ahmad Al- 
SamarrIe~~and Herman P. Miller, "State Differentials in 
Income Concentration," American Economic Review, LVII, No. 1 
(March, 1967), 59-72; and John Conlisk, "Some Cross-State 
Evidence on Income Inequality," Review of Economics and 
Statistics, XLIX, No. 1 (February, 1997), ll5-li8.
20Lester C. Thurow, "Analyzing the American Income 
Distribution," American Economic Review, LX, No. 2 (May, 
1970), 261-269.
21, , The complete beta function,takes the form
f i'-i 0-tr 'Jt, ui»n.
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using single equation multiple regression analysis applied 
to state data. It should be noted that estimation of the
parameters requires that the upper tail of the income
22distribution be arbitrarily lopped off. Furthermore, 
there seems to be no clear advantage in using two measures 
of the income distribution rather than one, especially when 
both are summary measures which are not uniquely related to 
inequality.
Turning to the question of changes in the size
distribution of income over time, most studies indicate a
reduction in the degree of inequality in the United States
although the rate of decrease has slowed since World War
23II. Using income tax returns, Soltow J finds that inequal­
ity decreased in the 50-year period after the Civil War and 
that there has been a strong decreasing trend since World 
War I. Using OBE and Census data, Goldsmith^ concludes 
that the distribution of income in the United States became 
more equal after 1944 than it had been in 1935-36, even after 
allowance for capital gains. However, reduction in inequal­
ity since 1944 has been small, compared to changes from
22See the comments of T. Paul Schultz and M.
Taussig, "Distribution Issues: Trends and Policies—
Discussion," American Economic Review, LX, No. 2 (May,
1970), 2$lff.
^ L e e  C. Soltow, "Evidence on Income Inequality in 
the United States," Journal of Economic History, XXIX, No. 2 
(June, 1969), 270-2SE:
^Selma Goldsmith, "Size Distribution of Income 
Since the Mid-Thirties," Review of Economics and Statistics, 
XXXVI, No. 2 (May, 1954),” 9^
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1935 to 1944.25
Although most analysts conclude that the relative 
distribution of income since World War II has been relatively 
stable, there have been some attempts to measure more 
precisely the subtle changes that have occurred. Lampman 
argues that payment in kind tends to reduce the significance 
of the reduction in income going to the highest income 
recipients. Specifically, deferred payment plans which 
spread income over a longer period, extended paid vacations, 
recreational opportunities, and expense accounts offset 
(but do not necessarily nullify) the reported decrease in 
income inequality.
Gabriel Kolko supports the view that
. . .  a radically unequal distribution of 
income has been characteristic of the 
American social structure since at least 
1910, and despite minor year-to-year fluc­
tuations in the shares of the income- 
tenths, no significant trend toward income 
equality has appeared.27
28Using more recent data, Edward Budd concludes
25Ibid. Also see Herman P. Miller, Income Distri­
bution in the United States, I960 Census Monograph (U. S. 
Government Printing Office, 1966), 20-26, and Jeannette M. 
Fitzwilliams, "Size Distribution of Income in 1962," Survey 
of Current Business, XLIII, No. 4 (April, 1 9 6 3), 18.
26Robert Lampman, "Recent Changes in Income Inequal­
ity Reconsidered," American Economic Review, XLIV, No. 3 
(June, 1954), 241-215F:
27Gabriel Kolko, Wealth and Power in America (New 
York: Praeger, 1 9 6 2 ), 13*
2g
Edward C. Budd, "Postwar Changes in the Size 
Distribution of Income in the U. S.," American Economic 
Review, LX, No. 2 (May, 1970), 247-2601
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that beneath the overall stability of income inequality, the 
lower 40 per cent of the income units and the upper tail 
(top 4 or 5 per cent ) have lost ground, whereas the top 50 
to 95 per cent of income units have improved their relative 
economic status.
Parallel to the U. S. experience, studies of changes 
in income concentration for the British economy indicate a 
long-run tendency for the higher income groups to lose their 
relative position. Relying on very sketchy records dating
2Q
to 1633, Soltow y concludes that income inequality has
decreased for several centuries, with the trend being
30accelerated in the twentieth century. Lydall^ finds that 
the top 1 per cent got 15.2 per cent of income in 193$,
10.5 per cent in 1949, and 9.1 per cent in 1957.
The British data corroborate the American experience, 
viz., equality of income distribution increased rather 
rapidly prior to the conclusion of World War II, but recent 
improvements are minor in comparison.
Data Sources for 
Size Distribution Studies
The purpose of this section is to briefly review
data sources of income distribution by size and to comment
2QLee C. Soltow, "Long-Run Changes in British 
Income Inequality," Economic History Review, XXI, No. 1 
(April, 1963), 17-23.
^Harold F. Lydall, "The Long Term Trend in the 
Size Distribution of Income," Journal of the Royal Statis­
tical Society, LX, Part I (1959), 31.
31on their usefulness for this study.
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Office of Business Economics
The Office of Business Economics (OBE) of the U. S.
Department of Commerce has made available estimates of the
size distribution of personal income from families and
unattached individuals for the years 1944, 1946, 1947, and
1950 to 1963. The primary sources for this series of size
distribution estimates are the following: (1) the federal
individual income tax return tabulations; (2) the 1950
decennial census; and (3) the sample field surveys conducted
32by the Bureau of the Census and the Federal Reserve Board.
This series is no longer published, but work is underway at
OBE to reconstruct the series on a more flexible basis to
facilitate the use of component distributions defined by
33demographic variables or by type of income recipient. ^
31An excellent but somewhat dated review of data 
sources appears in T. Paul Schultz, The Distribution of 
Personal Income, U. S. Congress, Joint Economic Committee, 
Sub-Committee on Economic Statistics, 88th Congress, 2nd 
Session (United States Government Printing Office, Wash­
ington, D. C., 1965). This review has benefited substan­
tially from Schultz’s monograph.
32For a discussion of the methodological basis and 
the sources for this series, see George Jaszi and Selma Gold­
smith, "Income Distribution in the United States by Size, 
1944-1950," Survey of Current Business, Supplement, Office of 
Business Economics, (U. S. Government Printing Office, 
Washington, D. C., 1953)* Also see a technical note in 
Selma Goldsmith, "Size Distribution of Personal Income," 
Survey of Current Business, XXXVIII, No. 4 (April, 1958),
10-19.
-^Edward c. Budd and Daniel B. Radner, "The OBE 
Size Distribution Series: Methods and Tentative Results
for 1 9 6 4 ," American Economic Review, LIX, No. 2 (May, 1969), 
435-449.
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The OBE currently makes available size distri­
bution tables based on the Social Security Continuous 
Work History Sample (CWHA). The CWHA is a 1 per cent 
sample of all persons who have a Social Security account 
number and have worked in covered-employment. Nation­
wide, in 1966, the workers in Old-Age, Survivors', Dis­
ability, and Health Insurance (OASDHI) programs comprised 
66 per cent of total civilian employment. The great 
majority of excluded workers fall into three categories: 
Federal civilian employees and some state and local 
government employees; household workers and farm workers 
who do not work long enough or earn enough to meet 
minimum requirements; and very low income self-employed 
persons.
The OBE CWHS is not suitable for use at the 
parish or county level because coverage is very low. In 
the income distribution data for sparsely populated 
parishes, for example, there may be no recipients shown 
for many income groups, thus making it impossible to 
compute widely-used measures of income concentration. 
Additionally, socio-economic characteristics of the 
covered workers are not available. While Census data 
could be used to provide socio-economic information for 
the parish level, it would be imprudent to disregard the 
possibility that covered and non-covered workers possess 
significantly different demographic characteristics. 
Furthermore, Census data could not be used to freely
27
supplement OBE data, because the Census reports are based 
on "place of residence," while the OBE reports earnings 
characteristics on the basis of place of work.
The Federal Reserve Board
The Survey of Consumer Finances (SCF) provides an 
annual source of information regarding the financial, demo­
graphic, and attitudinal characteristics of private house­
holds in the coterminous United States for the period 194&- 
1959* These surveys represent a joint effort by the 
Federal Reserve Board and the Survey Research Center of the 
University of Michigan. The findings of these surveys are 
published in the form of a series of articles in the 
Federal Reserve Bulletin. ^
In 1 9 6 3 the Census Bureau conducted a Survey of Finan­
cial Characteristics of Consumers (SFCC) for the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System. This survey investi­
gated consumer wealth and income, as they existed in late 
1962.^ The data are for the U. S., and no regional disag­
gregation is available from this source.
O t
See, for example, George Katona, et. al., "Methods 
of the Survey of Consumer Finances." Federal Reserve 
Bulletin, XXXVI, No. 7 (July, 1950), 795-&09. Also refer 
to Dorothy Projector, "1959 Survey of Consumer Finances," 
Federal Reserve Bulletin, XLV, No. 7 (July, 1959), 700-723, 
the final report of this series.
35Dorothy Projector, "Survey of Financial Charac­
teristics of Consumers," Federal Reserve Bulletin, L, No. 3» 
(March, 1 9 6 4), 285-293.
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Internal Revenue Service
The Internal Revenue Service (IRS) of the U. S.
Treasury Department publishes income statistics derived from
a sample of Federal income tax returns. Income has been
37broken down into units as small as zip-code areas.
The IRS data source is less than optimal for use in 
this study because of the prevalence of recipients of small 
income, say less than $6 0 0, who are not legally required to 
file returns. Secondly, insofar as there is systematic 
under-reporting of taxable incomes, use of this data is 
impaired. Another drawback to the IRS income statistics 
is the non-economic nature of the reporting unit. The IRS 
returns are a mixture of joint, separate, and single returns. 
It is difficult to reconstruct from the returns the income 
of either the reassembled family or of the household with 
all its income earners, or to break all returns down to the 
level of individual earners. Finally, income tax data are 
especially weak for use in this study because the income 
data are not cross-classified by characteristics that would 
be most useful for personal income analysis.
Bureau of the Census
The Bureau of the Census of the U. S. Department of
•^In 1967 the sample consisted of 343»S48 tax returns. 
See Internal Revenue Service, Statistics of Income, 1967, 
Individual Income Tax Returns (Washington, D. C.: U. S.
Government fainting Office, 19o9)» p. 182.
37Internal Revenue Service, Five-Digit Zip Code Area 
Data from 1 9 6 6 Individual Income Tax Returns for Louisiana 
(Washington, D. C.: Clearinghouse for Federal and Scientific
and Technical Information, May, 1970).
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Commerce is responsible for two major statistical programs 
that provide information on the size distribution of money 
income— the annual Current Population Survey and the decen­
nial Census of Population.
The CPS is a sample survey conducted monthly by the
Bureau of the Census to obtain information on the labor force.
In March of each year the CPS collects material on individual
and family income from a subsample of its rotating monthly
sample. This information provides the basis for the nation-
38wide size distribution of income. However, the size distri­
bution of income is not provided for small geographic areas 
such as parishes.
The decennial census, however, does provide the size 
distribution of family income and related socio-economic data 
for parish-level units. Thus, these data, possessing greater 
potential for detailed cross classification, are suitable 
for the proposed analysis of family income distribution. The 
decennial census income data are subject, however, to several 
important qualifications. First, only personal money income 
has been reported in the statistics. All money transfers 
and gifts are included, but no recognition is given to the 
services received from the government in the forms of public 
education, parks, medical care, or other services.
38p U. S. Bureau of the Censds, Current Population 
Reports, Series P-60, No. 75, "Income in 19&9 or Families 
and Persons in the United States” (U. S. Government Printing 
Office, Washington, D. C.» 1970).
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A second important qualification arises from the 
exclusion of expense-account outlays and of provision for 
services in kind by employers. To the extent that expendi­
tures for meals, clothing, travel, or entertainment provided 
for by expense accounts replace similar expenditures the 
family might otherwise make on its own, personal income 
understates the share of goods and services received by the 
family.
A third qualification arises from the exclusion of 
capital gains and retained corporate earnings from the 
concept of personal income. Since retained earnings and 
gains from the sale of securities or other property are 
heavily concentrated in high-income brackets, their omis­
sion imposes an important qualification on the degree of 
inequality shown by the data.
For the purposes of this investigation, decennial 
census data are considered to be preferable to available 
alternatives because coverage includes both the size distri­
bution of family income and related socio-economic variables. 
In view of the above limitations, however, the data must be 
used with care.
CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY AND DEFINITIONS
Various hypotheses concerning the socio-economic 
factors associated with the distribution of income are to 
be tested through single-equation regression analysis. A 
measure of income inequality is treated as the dependent 
variable, and parish to parish differences are explained on 
the basis of various socio-economic factors.
In discussing measures of income distribution, it is 
to be understood that there is no necessity of specifying 
an optimum degree of inequality or a norm of equality. Of 
primary consideration, however, is the selection of an 
inequality measure that permits a ranking of parishes 
according to greater or lesser inequality. Additionally, 
the ideal measure is independent of the number of persons 
in the distribution. Finally, the measure describes each 
distribution by a single value, thereby facilitating 
comparison of different distributions. The purpose of the 
following discussion is to review various measures of 
inequality and to settle on a measure of income distri­
bution that best meets the above criteria.
Distributions that are normal can be identified by 
certain well-known properties, such as the mean, mode,
31
median, and standard deviation. However, distribution of 
income are seldom normal. Skewness, and more particularly 
positive skewness, is one of the more persistent charac­
teristics of income distribution. Thus other techniques 
must be devised to measure the dispersion— or inequality—  
of income.
Pareto's Coefficient
Pareto's alpha coefficient is probably the oldest such 
measure in the economic literature."*" According to this meas­
ure, the distribution of income in the upper ranges follows 
a straight line of the equation log N = log A - t*log x, where 
x is income size, N is the number of recipients having that 
income (x) or larger, and A and ot are constants to be 
estimated statistically. Alpha, the slope of the line, is 
the measure of inequality. The steeper the slope, i.e., the 
larger the alpha, the smaller is the inequality. Pareto's 
research indicates that alpha is approximately 1.5 for all 
countries and at all times. Furthermore, because of the 
unchanging— and presumably unchangeable— nature of the whole 
income frequency distribution, economic welfare can be 
increased only through an increase in the efficiency of pro­
duction. Pareto was quite willing to exploit this result, a
^"For an excellent discussion of Pareto's measure, see 
Hans Staehle, "Ability, Wages, and Income," Review of Eco­
nomics and Statistics, XXV, No. 1 (February, iyi+3)» 77-87. 
According to Staehle, Pareto's equation is first stated in 
"La Legge della domanda," Giornale degli Economisti, XXI 
(1S95), 59-6Si
fact which explains, in part, the heated controversy to 
which this "law" has given rise.
There are several limitations to Pareto*s equation. 
One is that it applies only to the upper tail of the distri­
bution, a region which includes usually not more than about 
20 per cent of the total number of incomes. Consequently, a 
Pareto chart is of distinctly limited usefulness in the 
middle and lower income ranges, although it is an extremely 
valuable device in the study of income distributions within 
the higher income ranges. Pareto's equation may be accused 
of being relatively insensitive to major differences in con­
centration, thus accounting for the constancy of alpha over 
time and between regions.
Gini Index
A Gini chart offsets some of the limitations of the
3
Pareto chart. This chart, developed by Corrado Gini, is 
derived from a curve of the equation log N = Jlog S - log K, 
where N is the number of recipients whose income is above a 
certain size, / is the index of concentration, and K is a
p
Joseph A. Schumpeter, Ten Great Economists (New 
York: Oxford University Press, l9&5), 120.
3
Corrado Gini, "il diverso accrescimento delle clasi 
sociali," Giornale degli economist!, XXXVIII (2nd ser.,
1909)» 70-83, a first statement. The Gini index of concen­
tration is not to be confused with the concentration ratio 
that is also attributed to Gini. A correct distinction be­
tween the two measures proposed by Gini is found in Dwight 
Yntema, "Measures of the Inequality in the Personal Distri­
bution of Wealth or Income," Journal of the American Statis­
tical Association, XXVIII, No. 184 (December, 1933), 427.
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constant. The relation between Pareto*s and Gini's $  is 
expressed by the equation ^
Graphically, the Gini index of concentration is the 
slope of a line which is obtained by plotting on double log 
paper the number of persons (ordinate) having income at 
least as large as a given value (abscissa). The less the 
slope of the Gini curve, the more nearly equal the distri­
bution of income would be.'’
Although the Gini chart has some advantages over the 
Pareto chart and index, especially in providing a relatively 
clearer picture of the lower income ranges, it shares with 
the Pareto chart an emphasis on the upper income levels that 
obscures the facts about relationships at the lower end of 
the income scale.
Coefficient of Variation 
Another measure that might be used to describe income 
inequality is the coefficient of variation. This measure is 
attributed to Karl Pearson,^ who defined it as the standard 
deviation as a per cent of the mean. The coefficient of
^See Simon Kuznets, "National Income, " in William 
Fellner and Bernard F. Haley, ed., Readings in the Theory of 
Income Distribution (Homewood, 111.! Ricnard D. Irwin, Inc.,mi), w i \ ---------
The Gini chart is discussed in Mary Jean Bowman, "A 
Graphical Analysis of Personal Income Distribution in the 
United States," ibid., p. 82, and in Dwight B. Yntema, "Meas- 
sures of Inequality," 427*
£
Maurice G. Kendall and Alan Stuart, The Advanced 
Theory of Statistics, I, 3rd ed.: New York: Hafner Pub­
lishing CoT, 47.
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variation is a relative measure of variation, in contrast 
to the standard deviation, which is measured in the same 
units as the observations. Since it is the ratio of t.he two 
averages, it is independent of the unit of measurement used.
A disadvantage of the coefficient of variation as a 
measure of relative dispersion is that the size of the 
coefficient is partly dependent upon the mean income of the 
distribution. Two distributions, A and B, have the same 
standard deviation (that is, identical absolute dispersion); 
the coefficient of variation of A may be twice as large as 
that of B simply because the mean income of B is twice as 
large as that of A. Conversely, the two distributions may 
exhibit different absolute dispersion, but an identical 
relative inequality, if their mean incomes are different.
Coefficient of Quartile Deviation
Another coefficient of relative dispersion is based 
on interquartile or interdecile ranges rather than the 
standard deviation. The object of computing this coeffi­
cient is precisely the same as for computing the coeffi­
cient of variation— to reduce absolute measures of disper­
sion to pure numbers and make comparison possible.
The coefficient of quartile deviation refers to the 
inter-quartile range, which is reduced to a relative of the 
sum and Q,. The formula is:
Q 3 — Q 1  7
Coefficient of Quartile Deviation = q . 100
7
'Q^ will lie at a point on the scale of the variable
36
Although no single measure uniquely describes the 
distribution of income in this format, this approach has the 
advantage of exhibiting the complete distribution and presum­
ably would indicate changes in distribution more sensitively 
than would single-value measures of inequality. This format 
can indicate changes in equality, for example, by taking the 
second decile as a fraction of the fifth, or the ratio of 
the seventh to the fifth decile, for a period of time.
An example of an approach similar to the procedure 
just described was utilized by Harold Lydall in his exten-
Q
sive study of wages and salaries. He estimates the following 
percentiles, measured from the top of the distribution: P^,
P2* P5* P10' P50* PS5* anc* P95* Each these percentiles 
is then expressed as a percentage of the median (P^q)*
Using the following notation,
100P.
P± = -p  ,
1 *50
which divides the series so that 25 per cent of the income 
recipients do not attain this income level, but 75 per cent 
have incomes in excess of this level. is the income level 
which is exceeded only by 25 per cent of^the income recip­
ients, but which is larger than the level attained by 75 per 
cent of them. For an example of the use of this coeffi­
cient in a recent study of income distribution, see Barbara 
B. Murray, ‘'Metropolitan Interpersonal Income Inequality," 
Land Economics, LXV, No. 1 (February, 1969), 121-125.
A
Deciles are values so selected that the items are 
divided into ten groups according to the magnitude of the 
variable, each containing 10 per cent of the income recip­
ients.
Q
Harold Lydall, The Structure of Earnings (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 190&), 137ff.
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then p^, p2, p^f p^g, and p2g refer to the relative dispersion 
of the upper tail of the distribution, and Pyy Pg5 » anc* P95 
refer to the relative dispersion of the lower tail.
Census data are not provided in a format that facili­
tates computation of p^, because the amount of income 
received by the family is not precisely known. All that is 
available is the number of recipients in each of the given 
income ranges. The absence of information regarding the 
distribution of income within the ranges precludes construc­
tion of such measures without certain assumptions regarding 
the distribution.
Share of Income to the 
Highest Income Recipients
Extensive use has been made of measures of income 
distribution based on the proportion of income received by 
the upper 1 per cent or 5 per cent of income recipients, or 
the proportion of income units with incomes below some 
income level.^ These measures are certainly more specific
"^See Simon S. Kuznets, "Economic Growth and Income 
Inequality," American Economic Review, XLV, No. 1 (March, 
1955), 1-28, and Hobert J. Lampman, "’Changes in the Share 
of Wealth Held by Top Wealth-Holders, 1922-1956," Review of 
Economics and Statistics, XLI, No. 4 (November, 1959), 379-
ivr.--------------------------
The share of the upper income groups in total income 
(Su) is specified by the following formula:
su = “ H3T
where N is the number of families in the upper-income group, 
x is ttteir mean income, N is the total number of families 
with income, and x is the average income of all families.
than single summary measures of concentration and are of 
particular advantage where attention is directed to the 
question whether there is an excess of either poor or 
wealthy income units. But because these measures do not 
give a picture of the total distribution of income, they 
are not given further attention in this study.
Lorenz Curve
Currently, the most popular and widely-used graphical 
demonstration of income inequality is the Lorenz curve.^
The Lorenz curve plots on the vertical axis the cumulative 
proportion of aggregate income accruing to cumulative pro­
portions of the population (or income recipients), in order 
from the lowest to the highest incomes, on the horizontal 
axis. This familiar curve is diagrammatically demonstrated 
in Figure III-l. Perfect equality would result in points
FIGURE III-l: The Lorenz Curve
per cent 
of income
per cent of 
income recipients
M. 0. Lorenz, "Methods of Measuring Concentration 
of Wealth,” Publications of the American Statistical Associa­
tion, IX, No. YU (New Series, June, I9O5 ), 20^-219.
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along the 45° line. If one person had all the income, the 
Lorenz curve would correspond to the axes. Actual curves 
fall in between the two extremes, and the further the curve 
is from the diagonal, the greater the inequality.
The chief advantage of Lorenz curve analysis is that 
it avoids the disadvantages of the Pareto and Gini charts, 
viz., neither end of the distribution is obscured. It is 
preferable to the coefficient of variation as a measure of 
distribution because it is independent of a measure of 
central tendency.
The primary disadvantage of the Lorenz curve format 
for displaying income distribution is that it may be rela­
tively insensitive to small changes in the distribution. 
Furthermore, the curve may be changed because of different 
distributions of inequality, without being apparent to the 
eye. In this respect, the Lorenz curve format may be less 
satisfactory than measures using interquartile or interdecile 
ranges.
Relative Mean Income 
At least two additional measures of income inequality 
are suggested by and derived from the Lorenz curve. Both 
are designed to eliminate some of the ambiguity associated 
with the graphical presentation suggested by Lorenz. One of 
the measures, known as the "relative mean income," may be 
defined as the quantile's share of total income divided by
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12the size of the quantile. Graphically, it is the slope of
the Lorenz curve at a point. Computation of the relative 
mean income typically presents difficulties much like those 
associated with Lydall's measure. The problem is that 
available information on the size distribution is usually 
broken into dollar income size brackets, obscuring classi­
fication of income in terms of quantiles from lowest to 
highest. It is possible, however, to reconstruct the data 
into a format which facilitates calculation of the relative 
mean income. This is accomplished merely by constructing a 
smooth Lorenz curve. However, the transition from a bracketed 
format to a quantile format requires either interpolation 
formulas or the freehand drawing of a Lorenz curve. After a 
smooth curve is derived it is then used to read out various 
quantiles and compute the relative mean income.
One advantage of this approach is that its use facili­
tates examination of changes in income distribution when the 
overall change has not been significant. Also, it is less 
ambiguous than overall measures and thus is helpful in 
evaluating changes in distribution over time, when Lorenz 
curves intersect.
The approach presents disadvantages, the most important
12For one of the most recent utilizations of this 
measure, see Edward C. Budd, "Postwar Changes in the Size 
Distribution of Income in the U. S.," American Economic 
Review, LX, No. 2 (May, 1970), 247-260” The measure was 
first set forth by Robert R. Schutz, "On the Measurement of 
Income Inequality," American Economic Review, XLI, No. 1 
(March, 1951), 107-rZZ^
of which for this study is that it is not a single measure 
of the income distribution. Secondly, it contains a major 
imperfection of the Lorenz curve on which it is based, 
namely, the determination of the median level of income for 
each income class, including the open-ended class. Finally 
the interpolation involved in smoothing out the Lorenz 
curve is not precise, particularly if there is a tendency 
of respondents to report their income in round figures 
(such as $6,000 or $7,500); but the output, portraying 
relative mean income by specified percentiles of the popu­
lation, obscures the underlying interpolation and/or 
smoothing.
Gini Ratio
A second measure of income distribution which is
suggested by the Lorenz diagram is the ratio of the area
between the Lorenz curve and the 45° line to the area of
the triangle under the 45° line, or, as in Figure III-l,
(M/N). The measure varies from zero, when all persons
have the same income, to unity. The measure is generally
13known as the Gini ratio of concentration.
The Gini relation can be expressed as follows, using
13Apparently the first reference to the ratio of 
concentration appears in Corrado Gini's Variability e 
Mutubilita (Bologna, 1912). For a discussion of the ear­
liest work on the subject see Hugh Dalton, "The Measurement 
of the Inequality of Incomes," Economic Journal, XXX 
(September, 1920), 34S-361, Corrado Gini, '’Measurement of 
Inequality of Income, Note," Economic Journal, XXX (March, 
1921), 124-126, and Yntema, "Measures ofInequality," 427.
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the notation from Figure 111-2:^
L = M _ area between curve and diagonal area 
1 7 1  under diagonal
Recognizing that the area of the entire square is 1 and the 
area under the diagonal is 1/2, the expression can be 
written:
t 1/2 - area under the curve n 0 r „ ,, ,_L = — c--------- T7~?--------------  ~ 1 ~ 2 (area under
' curve).
If it is assumed that the curve between any two points is
approximated by a straight line, the area for any segment
of the curve can be derived as follows:
area under curve = C(B-A) + l/2(B-A)(D-C)
= (B-A) + (D-C) / 2/
= (B-A) /“ (2C + D - C) / 27
= (B-A) x (C+D)/2.
Adding all the intervals, K, the area under the curve is
i  (B-A) x (C+D)/2. 
i = 1
Substituting the expression for L gives
L =  i - 2 | ( e ^ j  
L s l-i(e-A)(c+D).
In assessing the merits of the Gini ratio, the 
following points warrant consideration. First, a point in 
its favor, it is a single measure of the whole income
This demonstration is based on James Morgan, "The 
Anatomy of Income Distribution," Review of Economics and 
Statistics, XLIV, No. 3 (August, 1962), 270-283. Note, how­
ever, a misprint in Morgan's explication, p. 2&1.
distribution and thus lends itself to the single equation 
regression analysis of this study. There is no distortion 
of either the upper or the lower income ranges. Additionally* 
the Gini ratio is widely recognized as the best single meas­
ure of inequality. On the other hand, the ratio has been
15criticized in the professional literature in recent years. 
However, this criticism has most frequently been levied by 
researchers attempting to examine in close detail year-to- 
year changes in distribution. However, for purposes of this 
study of income distribution for the years 1950, I9 6 0, and 
1970, the Gini ratio should offer sufficient precision to 
justify the analysis herein proposed.
Conclusion
For the purposes of this study, it was decided to 
adopt the Gini ratio as the measure of income distribution.
In order to understand the ratio more thoroughly and to 
facilitate interpretation of the measure, it is helpful to 
study several hypothetical distributions and their associ­
ated measure of inequality, such as those presented in Table 
III-l.
Note that in order to achieve perfect equality, all 
income earners must receive the same income, and that the 
level of income received by everyone may be either high or 
low. Note also that inequality is obtained when a large
^Joseph P. Newhouse, "A Simple Hypothesis of Income 
Distribution,” Journal of Human Resources, VI, No. 1 (Winter, 
1971), 51-74.
number are in low income brackets and a small number of 
earners are in a very high bracket.
TABLE III-l: GINI RATIOS FOR
HYPOTHESIZED DISTRIBUTIONS
Distribution 1 Distribution 2 Distribution 3
no. of mean in­ no. of mean in­ no. of mean in­
earners come, $ earners come, $ earners come, $
0 $ 500 0 $ 500 12,000 $ 500
0 1,500 0 1,500 0 1,500
0 2,500 0 2,500 0 2,500
0 3,500 0 3,500 0 3,500
0 4,500 0 4,500 0 4,500
0 5,500 0 5,500 0 5,500
10,000 6,500 0 6,500 0 6,500
0 7,500 0 7,50° 0 7,50°
0 6,500 0 6,500 0 6,500
0 9,500 0 9,500 0 9,500
0 12,500 0 12,500 0 12,500
0 40,000 10,000 40,000 1 40,000
Gini = 0.0000 Gini = 0.0000 Gini = 0.9999
CHAPTER IV
ECONOMIC THEORY AND 
THE DISTRIBUTION PROCESS
Generally, previous investigations of the size 
distribution of income have not been concerned with theo­
retical constructs. Some statistical studies, for example, 
verge on being merely a sophisticated form of description. 
Studies that try to explain why Gini ratios differ among 
regions have not specified a clear theoretical linkage
between the variables used to explain the inequality and
2
the inequality measure. The human capital approach to
personal income distribution used by Becker and Chiswick
relies upon the assumption that earnings are a function of
3
human capital, as measured by years of schooling. Their 
approach is less than optimal because exclusive emphasis on
1See, for example, Champernowne, "A Model of Income 
Distribution."
2
See, for example, Al-Samarrie and Miller, "State 
Differentials in Income Concentration," and Aigner and Heins, 
"On the Determinants of Income Inequality."
3
^Gary S. Becker and Barry R. Chiswick, "Education and 
the Distribution of Earnings," American Economic Review, LVI, 
No. 2 (May, 1966), 356-369.
45
46
education precludes examination of other relevant socio­
economic determinants of income distribution. Furthermore, 
empirical investigation is hindered because the distribution 
of human capital over wide geographical areas and over 
heterogeneous groups has not been measured accurately.
Indeed, numerous writers have recognized the absence 
of a generally accepted theoretical interpretation of the 
size distribution of income.^ This lacuna in the theo­
retical structure of economic science is remarkable, since 
inequality in income distribution underlies some of the most 
important problems of economic policy. The hesitancy of 
economists to tackle this subject may be partly due to the 
rapidity with which almost all analysis of income distri­
bution degenerates into value judgments or ethical consider­
ations, thereby removing the discussion from the realm of 
pure theory. Moreover, the concept of an income distribution 
is ambiguous and elusive from the standpoint of both compre­
hension and analysis. Finally, theoretical developments in 
size distribution studies may have been impeded by the 
absence of reliable quantitative information with which to 
test hypotheses. However, improvements in reporting and
^George J. Stigler, The Theory of Price (New York: 
Macmillan, 1966), p. 311, Melvin Reder, "A Partial Survey of 
the Theory of Income Size Distribution,” in Lee Soltow, ed., 
Six Papers on the Size Distribution of Wealth and Income 
(New York: National Bureau of Economic Research, Studies in
Income and Wealth, No. 33, 1969), p» 205, Joseph P. Newhouse, 
”A Simple Hypothesis,” pp. 52-53, and Milton Friedman, 
’’Choice, Chance, and the Distribution of Personal Income,” 
Journal of Political Economy, LXI, No. 4 (August, 1953),
T7T.--------- -------------
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increased availability of computer facilities serve to 
reduce the importance of this deterrent.
The purpose of the following part of the study is 
to provide a conceptual framework for an empirical investi­
gation of the relation between the structural characteris­
tics of an economy and income inequality. Marginal produc­
tivity theory provides a conceptual framework for the 
empirical investigation because the distribution of income 
is at least partly determined by the market forces embodied 
in the theory. These forces set the upper and lower limits 
within which the organized bargaining power of labor and 
capital determine the terms on which the factors of produc­
tion will be rewarded. Such bargaining power may result in 
factor incomes that do not reflect marginal productivities.
In addition, many families are outside the productive econ­
omy. Reasons for their being totally or partly outside the 
labor force include age, job availabilities, and family 
responsibilities. Consequently, analysis of the income dis­
tribution must go beyond the factors which determine labor's 
marginal product and bring in other forces, such as discrimi­
nation, age, and property income. Thus, while the focus of 
the chapter centers on an analysis of factors associated 
with the distribution of earnings among families, the deter­
minants of the distribution of property income among indi­
viduals and families must also be considered. The analysis 
begins with a review of the basic concepts of the marginal 
productivity theory of income distribution.
Marginal Productivity Theory
The question of why there are differences in income 
distribution between areas is closely related to the question 
of inter-regional wage differentials, i. e., the question why 
workers in specific jobs earn different wages in different 
parts of the country. The application of the marginal pro­
ductivity approach to this aspect of wage theory has been 
criticized, but no significantly different alternative has 
been proposed, as will be shown below.
At the outset, a distinction should be made between 
two different uses of marginal productivity analysis. J. B. 
Clark's marginal productivity theory predicts that wages tend 
toward the competitive level in the long-run stationary state. 
Alfred Marshall's marginal productivity doctrine, however, 
merely used this concept to explain the demand for labor.
In the Clarkian approach to inter-area wage differ­
entials, the prediction is that in the long run and in static 
equilibrium all wages will be driven to the average level.
As long as the variable factor is purchased under competitive 
conditions, and as long as firms are maximizing profits, the 
marginal revenue product curve of a factor is the firm's 
demand curve for that factor. In equilibrium, each type of 
factor will be paid a wage equal to its marginal revenue pro­
duct. Since all labor units are identical and interchangeable 
and since there is assumed to be equality of wage rates for 
all such units because of the pressure of competition, all 
units are paid just what the marginal unit is worth. If any
one market should have a higher wage rate than all others, 
then workers will migrate to it from other markets, driving 
the wage down to the average level. Any wage dispersion 
that exists for a particular job at a particular time exists 
as a result of ’’shocks" in the system and represents a dis­
equilibrium phenomenon. This approach abstracts from eco­
nomic change and postulates perfect markets, perfect infor­
mation, perfect mobility, constant population, a constant 
amount of available capital, and an unchanging productive 
technology. In this hypothetical world, labor units recog­
nize demand conditions in the market and, seeking maximum 
income, apportion themselves throughout the economy in such 
a manner that wages will be everywhere equal. With regard 
to the real world, deviations from equality are explained in 
terms of lags, dynamics, and short-run factors. This 
approach will not be given further consideration in this 
study.
The Marshallian marginal productivity doctrine 
explains the demand for factors of production and, as such, 
constitutes only half of the theory of distribution. The 
other half is the theory of supply, which asserts that 
factors will move between occupations and/or areas in search 
of the highest income. Elaborate formulation of the marginal 
productivity approach includes recognition of nonpecuniary 
advantages to employment in various regions.'5 When, taking
^Simon Rottenberg, "On Choice in Labor Markets," 
Industrial and Labor Relations Review, IX, No. 2 (January,
V f t 6 )7 " m - T W - ----------------------------
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pecuniary and nonpecuniary rewards into account, differ­
entials exist in the wages offered to factors, then factors 
will move to places or industries in such a way as to equalize 
the "net advantage" to the owners of the factors. If it is 
true that nonpecuniary considerations affect employee location 
decisions, it becomes impossible to say anything about the 
equilibrium structure of wages. All that can be said is that 
if the system is in equilibrium, observed wage differ­
entials will reflect individual assessments of relative non­
pecuniary advantages; but this is a tautology, not a theory.^
In exploring the real world phenomenon of widely 
different wage and salary incomes, marginal productivity 
doctrine postulates innumerable distinct markets in each of 
which a distinctly different commodity is being traded. If 
the productive services are so different from each other 
that direct substitution is impossible, i. e., factors are 
noncompeting, a separate but not unrelated equilibrium rate 
of return will be determined for each variety of productive 
service. Firms would use non-competing factor services so 
that the marginal value product of each would be equal to its 
rate of pay. There is no a priori reason to expect the wage 
rates in the various groups to be equal.
For example, if labor markets are perfect and if all 
other conditions (such as property distribution and factor
£
Robert J. Lampman, "On Choice in Labor Markets," 
Industrial and Labor Relations Review, IX, No. 4 (July,
1955)7 629-FJ6".-------------------
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endowments) are held constant, the supply of and the demand 
for different categories of labor determines the marginal 
product of the various skills. But labor mobility and compe­
tition insure that persons with the same skill or productive 
capacity earn equal wages.
Modifications of the purely competitive interpretation 
are necessary in cases of imperfect competition in product 
resource markets. In the case of pure competition, bidding 
by employers assures that resource prices do not fall below 
the value of the marginal product. Individual earnings, in 
this situation, equal individual marginal product. However, 
in cases of imperfect competition in the product market, the 
marginal revenue product will be less than the value of the 
marginal product. In such cases, fewer inputs are hired and 
the price received by the owners of the resource is less than 
in a purely competitive situation. Also, in the case of a 
monopsonistic buyer in the resource market, the factor 
supply curve and the marginal factor cost curve are upward 
sloping. The employer will hire to the point where marginal 
factor cost equals marginal revenue product, then pay a wage 
that is less than the value of the marginal product.
Another problem with the marginal productivity approach 
to wage differentials is that in most cases the marginal 
physical product of a worker cannot be measured in practice, 
and in many cases quantification is impossible even in prin­
ciple. The approach is not applicable to many specific prob­
lems. Even a strong advocate of marginal productivity theory
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would admit that this approach is not able to predict the 
number of workers U. S. Steel would lay off in the event of 
a 30 per cent increase in wage rates.
There are forces other than marginal productivity 
that affect income distribution. Among these are monopoly 
power, market imperfections, and imperfect foresight.
Monopoly elements can raise relative incomes above compet­
itive levels. They can also prevent incomes from falling 
and reflecting decreases in demand. One example of market 
imperfections occurs when individuals are not able to obtain 
funds to invest in their education, even when the rate of 
return on such education exceeds the cost of borrowing. 
Imperfect foresight leads people to acquire skills and 
training in near-obsolete occupations, or occupations for 
which there is low demand.
The extent of such imperfections in the economy is 
evaluated differently by various economists. Professor 
Schumpeter has maintained that excessive attention to small
market imperfections tends to obscure the overwhelmingly
7competitive nature of the economy. Others have been less 
sanguine in their appraisal of the traditional theory and
g
have proposed alternative approaches. One such alternative
7
Quoted in Allan M. Cartter, Theory of Wages and Employ­
ment (Homewood, Illinois: Richard D. Irwin, Inc.7 1959), p. 35.
g
The following summary will omit a discussion of the 
Lester-Machlup controversy regarding the marginal productiv­
ity theory. The interested reader is referred to Richard 
Perlman (ed.), Wage Determination: Market or Power Forces?
(Boston: D. C. Heath and Company, i9b4)» pp* 1-55.
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emphasizes ability-to-pay considerations as important in
determining relative wages for identical labor between firms
and regions. The idea is that the firms in monopolistic
industries will pay higher wages than firms in competitive
o
industries simply because they can afford to do so. This 
rationale is at variance with productivity doctrine, but in 
defense of productivity analysis it might be argued that (a) 
the employees of firms facing imperfect product markets are 
actually more productive, or (b) they are more likely to 
unionize to obtain countervailing bargaining power.
Another alternative is proposed by Dunlop,"^ who 
introduces new terminology in the form of "job clusters," 
defined as stable groups of job classifications or work 
assignments within a wage-determining unit, and "wage con­
tours," stable groups of wage-determining units so linked
together that they have common wage-making characteristics.
11But Liebhafsky points out that in Dunlop's arguments the 
clustering of jobs is determined by the additions to revenue 
resulting from the additional inputs of labor services— as 
well as by institutional forces. Also, he argues that the
Q
See Sumner Slichter, "Notes on the Structure of 
Wages," Review of Economics and Statistics, XXXII, No. 1 
(February, 1950), 80-91 and for empirical results, L. W.
Weiss, "Concentration and Labor Earnings," American Economic 
Review, LVI, No. 1 (March, 1966), 96-117.
10John T. Dunlop, "The Task of Contemporary Wage 
Theory," in George W. Taylor and Frank C. Pierson (eds.),
New Concepts in Wage Determination (New York: McGraw-Hill,
1957), 117-139. --------------
H e . E. Liebhafsky, "A 'New' Concept in Wage Determi­
nation: Disguised Productivity Analysis," Southern Economic
Journal, XXVI, No. 2 (October, 1959), 141-14^
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wage contour reflects forces which affect the slope of the 
marginal revenue product function, shifts in the MRP, and the 
divergence of MRP from VMP. Liebhafsky's conclusion is that 
the wage contour is the MRP in industry-wide disguise, and 
that the marginal productivity approach is as tractable as 
Dunlop's alternative formulation.
In applying the marginal productivity approach to 
income distribution, it is not maintained that each indi­
vidual worker's income is directly proportional to that 
worker's productivity. What is maintained is that, in 
general, productivity is the primary determinant of factor 
income, and that where factors associated with worker pro­
ductivity are high (as measured by selected socio-economic 
indicators), income will be more equally distributed than in 
regions where productivity-associated factors are not present.
There are several assumptions underlying these remarks. 
First, it is assumed that even in areas where worker produc­
tivity appears to be generally low, there exist occupational 
classifications characterized by relatively large incomes.
For example, even a poor region usually supports a doctor, a 
lawyer, a dentist, a banker, etc., whose income plus net 
advantage must be at least comparable to those received in 
higher-income regions, or else such professionals would not 
locate in the region, unless there are over-riding non­
economic factors present. Second, the existence of a few 
high-income recipients (whose wage horizon is over a large 
geographical region), coincident with a large number of low
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income recipients, will produce a relatively high measure of 
income concentration. The measure of income inequality 
increases when, ceteris paribus, the number of recipients in 
lower income ranges increases. Similarly, when factors 
associated with high productivity are present in a region, 
there are likely to be relatively more recipients in the 
middle ranges of the income distribution, and concentration 
will be lower.
Earnings and the Size 
Distribution of Family Income
The income of a household consists of its labor
income and its property income. Labor income is the more
important source, accounting for 66.3 per cent of the total
“1 O
personal income in Louisiana in I960.
Training, Ability and Income Distribution
To facilitate analysis, consider first a hypothetical 
situation in which there are no innate differences in indi­
vidual abilities and propensities. Even if all men were of 
equal ability, individual labor incomes would differ 
according to such factors as age, education, work experience, 
luck, availability of technology, and differences in inter­
industry production levels. However, holding all the other 
factors constant (including individual non-economic prefer­
ences for jobs, e.g. occupational status), individuals with
12U. S. Department of Commerce, Office of Business 
Economics, Survey of Current Business (August, 1962), Table
23-51, p. nr.
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equal abilities, but with different investments in human 
capital, will have differences in income; those who have 
entered occupations requiring relatively expensive invest­
ments in human capital must (given the assumptions) be 
rewarded for postponing their entry to the labor force and 
their probable shorter working life by higher income than 
they could have earned with less expensive training, or 
else new entrants will not be attracted to such occupations.
Education is generally recognized as one of the most 
important components of human capital and thus is important 
in a study of income distribution. Educational attainment, 
however, is not unrelated to ability, so there is an inter­
action between ability, education, and income, which 
inhibits empirical investigation of the effect of education 
alone on income and its distribution among individuals. To 
analyze the interrelations, initially assume that there is 
no relationship between ability and training, so that educa­
tional opportunities are open to individuals of all ability 
levels. There are three situations that can result if edu­
cational levels are then increased.
Dispersion Due to Ability Differentials. If 
employers have a large demand for natural talents which are 
in short supply and which are not easily substituted, then, 
with all else equal, there will be a large dispersion of 
earnings. If this skill is truly natural and if it is impos­
sible to train or educate others to perform the task, the 
increments in educational expenditure will have no impact on
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income inequality.
From an empirical standpoint, there are numerous 
problems in trying to account for differences in income 
according to differences in ability, exclusive of other 
factors. In particular, there are problems in specifying 
the nature of ability and distinguishing it clearly from 
luck or chance. Ability is characteristically associated 
with such attributes as strength, courage, fortitude, I.Q., 
etc. Perhaps the most appropriate measure of ability is 
found in the variation of earnings after subtracting out 
such influences as education, age, inheritance, and all 
other potentially measurable factors. However, this still 
leaves variations in earnings intermixed with chance, as 
well as with ability.
As there seems to be no clear way to separate chance 
and ability, it is conceivable to identify ability with 
occupation and consider inter-occupational dispersion in 
income to be more responsive to differences in ability than 
is intra-occupational dispersion. That is, variations in 
the earnings of assembly-line workers is not affected as 
much by differences in ability as is the dispersion between 
assembly-line workers and skilled craftsmen. Skilled 
craftsmen have higher earnings than do assembly-line workers 
because greater ability is required of the former than of 
the latter.
Dispersion Due to Training Differentials. Wage 
dispersion may be attributed exclusively to training
5$
requirements that are completely unrelated to inherent 
ability. Workers with required skills will receive a prem­
ium, at least in the short run, for their special skills.
Over time, if training becomes more readily available and 
if the supply of appropriately trained individuals increases, 
these jobs will pay relatively less. The degree and extent 
to which income concentration will fall will be determined 
by the ability of additional individuals to obtain thej 
required training, which will be a function of the oppor­
tunity cost of such education and individual credit resources. 
In this case, the conclusion is that inequality would be 
expected to fall with increased levels of educational attain­
ment.
Dispersion as a Function of Ability and Education. 
Removing the ceteris paribus assumptions, we can consider 
the impact of educational attainment on dispersion when 
dispersion is a function of education and ability combined. 
Given an increase in the level of education, those whose 
income is a function of specialized education exclusively 
will suffer a decline in relative earning power, thus 
reducing income dispersion as in the first case above. How­
ever, as has been shown previously, it is unlikely that the 
relative earning advantage of those whose high income is 
attributed exclusively to ability will suffer a decline, due 
to increased training. If the relative earning advantage of 
individuals possessed with high ability remains constant as 
general levels of educational attainment increase, the over­
all index of income inequality may rise as the relative
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earning advantage of training falls. Stated another way 
the earning advantage from natural ability may be increased 
as the supply of educated but unskilled individuals increase, 
and the effect of this increased earnings advantage may out­
weigh the income equalizing effects of a general rise in 
education and training.
Education and the Size Distribution of Income
For an empirical investigation of the relationship
between education and income inequality, the ideal education
13and income data would be cross-classified by individuals.  ^
This would enable the investigator to hold constant all non- 
educational influences and estimate the influence of educa­
tion on income and its distribution. In lieu of cross­
classified data, the impact of education on income distri­
bution must be determined through more indirect methods.
Intuitively, it would appear that income will be more 
equally distributed where there is equal access to education 
and training. Where only a select few are able to acquire 
advanced training, it is likely that the criteria for
13There are conceptual difficulties in an empirical 
study of the relationship between education and income distri­
bution. Of primary consideration is the selection of the 
dimension best representing the educational production pro­
cess and its impact on the productivity of the recipients. 
Conceptually, the educational process could be viewed from 
the standpoint of the level of school inputs (for example, 
the median current expenditure per classroom unit) or from 
the standpoint of the quality or level of the output (for 
example, comparative scores on achievement tests or differ­
ences in the number of years of education received). For the 
purposes of this study, the choice was made to focus on out­
put characteristics.
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selection would be based on ability or parental wealth.
Since both ability and parental wealth constitute grounds 
for expecting higher incomes independently of the educa­
tional attainment, selectivity of admissioh suggests 
inequality of education and income concentration. However, 
in the case where all have the same access to education, 
those who are inherently more capable will enjoy greater 
relative success. Innate ability will command high earn­
ings, and a close association between ability and earning 
power at the top of the income scale would be expected.
There has been verification of the hypothesis that 
educational distribution and income distribution are 
directly related. Conlisk finds that "the more unequal the 
educational distribution the more unequal the income distri­
bution.
The selection of the distribution of education as an 
explanatory variable exhibits certain appeal. However, the 
direct relationship between educational equality and income 
distribution is tenuous, since it is widely recognized that 
incomes differ within the same educational* class. Another 
objection to the use of educational distribution concerns 
the limitation of the measure in making policy recommenda­
tions. A policy of imposing equality of educational attain­
ment would interfere with the goal of allowing each indi­
vidual to achieve his greatest academic potential within
"^John Conlisk, "Some Cross-State Evidence on Income 
Inequality," Review of Economics and Statistics, XLIX, No. 1 
(February, 19&7), Il5-ll8.
6l
the educational system. Furthermore, minimum schooling 
legislation would tend to reduce the number of people in 
the lower end of the educational distribution, but the 
existence of a few low-education recipients would neverthe­
less lead to a relatively high measure of inequality for
15educational distribution. ^
Turning to a consideration of the level of schooling, 
empirical investigation of the relation between income 
distribution and years of schooling produces conflicting 
results. The commonly held view seems to be that the 
higher the general level of education the more equally is 
income distributed. For example, Al-Samarrie and Miller
conclude that the level of education is "highly [inversely]
16correlated with income concentration." Aigner and Heins
indicate that their purpose is to "report further evidence
of the tendency for the personal income of a region to be
more equally divided the more maturely developed is the 
17region." Because it is usually assumed that educational 
attainment denotes a more maturely developed region, they 
seem to imply that education and inequality are inversely
15The Gini coefficients for Louisiana parishes were 
computed for 1950 and i9 6 0. The range is from .579# to 
.2913 in 1950 and from .505# to .2703 in i9 6 0. The average 
for the sixty-four Louisiana parishes declined from .4017 
in 1950 to .34## in i9 6 0. The results for all parishes are 
shown in Appendix A, Table A-4*
■^Al-Samarrie and Miller, "State Differentials in 
Income Concentration," pp. 6l and 71•
■^Aigner and Heins, "On the Determinants of Income 
Inequality," p. 175.
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related. Their empirical results verify this, but they do
not comment on the fact that the sign of their education
variable (median years of school completed) has a positive
sign when regressed on their measure of equality.
In this human capital approach to income distri- 
18bution, Chiswick finds that, ceteris paribus, the level 
of schooling and income inequality are related directly, 
rather than inversely as hypothesized by Al-Samarrie and 
Miller and (implicitly) by Aigner and Heins. In his pound
lBBarry R. Chiswick, "The Average Level of Schooling 
and the Intra-Regional Inequality of Income: A Clarifi­
cation," American Economic Review, LVIII, No. 3, Part 1 
(June, 1968), A95-500. 'The human capital approach to income 
distribution is explained well by Gary S. Becker in Human 
Capital and the Personal Distribution of Income: An~Ana­
lytical Approach (Ann Arbor, Michigan: Institute of Public
Administration, University of Michigan, 1967). In its 
barest essentials, this approach may be explained by the 
equation —. m  .Ei=Xi + Cij
where E is earnings, X. is individual i's income without 
investment in human capital, m is the total number of 
investments, r. . is the rate of return to each of iTs 
investments aniJC . . is the average amount spent by i on 
each of his human Capital investments.
The amount invested can be shown in supply and 
demand analysis. R is the marginal rate of 
return to human capital invested. The de-(? 
mand curve is downward sloping, reflecting 
diminishing returns to education. The 
supply curves show the marginal cost of 
financing, and slope upward because of 
higher interest costs for larger invest­
ments.
Dispersion, or income distribution, 
will depend on differences among propensities to invest and 
on different rates of return to those investments. Hence, 
inequality will depend on r and on C— the rate of return 
and the level of human capital investment.
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of ceteris paribus, Chiswick includes especially the rate of 
return to schooling. He has found that the rate of return 
is more important than the level of education in explaining 
income inequality. Furthermore, he finds the level of 
schooling and the rate of return to be negatively related, so 
when the rate is not held constant, the investigator gets a 
negative simple correlation between schooling and income 
inequality, although the partial correlation— holding the 
rate of return and the distribution of schooling constant—  
is positive.
Chiswick’s conclusions are neither challenged nor 
rejected in this study. However, from an empirical stand­
point, the rate of return to education cannot be estimated 
from Census data on the parish level. And from a policy 
standpoint, the level of schooling can be affected more 
readily than can the rate of return to schooling. Conse­
quently, the level of schooling is the proper focus of 
interest in this study, and a negative relation between it 
and income inequality is expected.
The possibility of another contrary view should be 
recognized. Traditional theory emphasizes education’s 
influence on productivity and considers the higher indi­
vidual earnings associated with additional years of educa­
tion to be a return to investment in human capital. The 
failure in recent years of black income to approach the 
income of whites with the same educational attainment has 
forced a re-evaluation of the efficacy of the educational
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process in eliminating poverty and inequality of income 
19distribution. 7 The implication of recent evidence is that 
factors other than additional years of educational attain­
ment play a more important role than traditionally thought
20in determining additions to an individual's income level. 
However, the purpose of this study is not to test the valid­
ity of the human capital approach to personal income distri­
bution.
Specifically, it is proposed that the larger the 
median years of education received by area residents 25 
years of age and over, the lower will be the level of income 
inequality. The justification for the assumption is the 
traditional argument that a higher educational level will, 
on balance, improve worker productivity and increase labor 
demand, thus tending to reduce the proportion of income 
recipients in the lowest income categories.
Family Participation in the Labor Force
Total family wage income is a function of the produc­
tivity of each family member who participates in the labor 
force. Presumably the family acts collectively in deter­
mining the participation rate of the leisure-income trade­
off. In view of child labor laws, the most attractive 
alternative for a nonfarm, husband-wife family to increase
^Randall D. Weiss, "The Effect of Education on the 
Earnings of Blacks and Whites," Review of Economics and 
Statistics, LII, No. 2 (May, 1970), 150-159.
^Thomas Ribich, Education and Poverty (Washington,
D. C.: The Brookings Institution, 1968).
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family income is for the wife to enter the labor force.
Thus attention is directed to female participation exclu- 
sively. There are a multitude of factors that affect female 
participation in the labor force. In the case of families, 
if leisure for the wife is a normal good, as income increases 
the supply of labor offered by the wives of working husbands 
would be expected to fall, for at some level of family 
income the income effect of income increases to the family 
is likely to exceed the substitution effect. Over time, how­
ever, wives appear to have increased their participation in 
the labor force in spite of rising incomes of the head of 
household. This phenomenon is probably largely associated 
with the reduced demands on the housewife for domestic 
services, a condition which has resulted from smaller family 
sizes and technological improvements that have made cooking 
and cleaning chores less time-consuming. Furthermore, 
improved educational qualities of women have qualified them 
for a wide range of occupations and increased the oppor­
tunity cost of failing to reap monetary benefit from their 
educational investment. Reductions in the cost to a house­
wife of accepting employment, together with rising real 
wages, thus act to increase labor force participation rates 
for females over time.
One might expect that among families in which both 
husband and wife work there will be a greater degree of 
inequality than among the class of families in which the wife
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21does not work. Metcalf has studied the dispersion of 
income for family groups, as measured by the income level 
at bottom and top deciles of a distribution divided by the 
median income for the group. Dispersion for families with 
male heads-of-household with wives in the paid labor force 
consistently exceeded the dispersion for families with male 
heads with wives not in the labor force. In the case of 
female heads of households, incomes were more positively 
skewed than for the other two family groups.
Census data for the parish level are not broken down 
in a manner that facilitates analysis of the impact on 
income distribution of family participation in the labor 
force. The most suitable proxy for family participation is 
the per cent of the female population above a certain age 
that is included in the labor force. In view of Metcalf’s 
research, it is plausible to hypothesize that family income 
inequality is positively related to the percentage of 
females in the labor force. In addition to Metcalf’s 
empirical results, it appears plausible that female par­
ticipation suggests (a) low demand for male labor, thus 
inducing female participation to supplement family income,
(b) a large fraction of families headed by women, and (c) 
the use of "cheap” female labor in light manufacturing jobs. 
All of the above factors are likely to be conducive to
21Charles E. Metcalf, "The Size Distribution of 
Personal Income During the Business Cycle,” American Eco- 
nomic Review, LIX, No. 4* part 1 (September, 19&9), 6^7-
m r . ----------
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income inequality.
Racial Discrimination
There are many different forms that racial discrimi­
nation can assume, but it is usually thought of as being 
present when blacks receive lower wages than whites for 
doing the same work. Such a practice will automatically 
increase income dispersion and the measure of inequality. 
Racial discrimination indirectly affects income distribution 
by lowering demand for black workers. For example, if edu­
cation and productivity are directly related, and if blacks 
are deprived of equal educational opportunity, then the 
marginal physical product of black workers is likely to be 
below that for other workers, who have received the produc­
tivity-bestowing benefits of the superior education. Pro­
ductivity is also reduced if blacks are not given equal 
opportunities to receive on-the-job training. Racial dis­
crimination will increase income dispersion if entry to 
high-paying occupations is denied to blacks (as well as 
whites), because this will force the blacks to enter 
unrestricted and characteristically low-paying occupa­
tions. Finally, to the extent that racial discrimination 
forces blacks to accept more than their proportionate share 
of unemployment, or to be unemployed more frequently, then
inequality will be greater than it would have been other- 
22wise.
22Newhouse, in "A Simple Hypothesis," argues that 
discrimination is not an important determinant of the shape
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There are a variety of measures to choose from in
determining the extent of discrimination. One of the most
frequently used measures in economic literature is the
23ratio of black to white median family income.  ^ While this 
formulation is appropriate for many other studies, it has 
certain limitations in this investigation. The most 
pressing criticism is that the ratio of black family income 
to white family income must be adjusted for differences in 
productivity, family size, education, and other variables 
that require more specific analysis in a study of income 
distribution.
Following Becker’s suggestion, the measure chosen in 
this study as the proxy for discrimination is the percentage
22lof the population that is nonwhite. ^ Becker suggests that
of the income distribution because: (1) the operation of the
market tends to undermine it, and keep it within certain 
bounds; (2) the workers against whom discrimination is prac­
ticed are "a- small enough proportion of the labor force" as 
to not be significant in the overall shape of the distribu­
tion; and (3) if there are only a limited number of promo­
tions possible, discrimination against blacks will not make 
much difference to the income distribution in the aggregate. 
Newhouse’s first point may be valid in the long run but 
neither the second nor the first are likely to be true for 
Louisiana during the period 1950-1970. The validity of the 
third point is questionable if the second does not apply.
^ F o r  example, see: James D. Gwartney, "Discrimina­
tion and Income Differentials," American Economic Review, LX, 
No. 3 (June, 1970), 396-40&; John P. Formby, "The Extent of 
Wage and Salary Discrimination Against Non-White Labor," 
Southern Economic Journal, XXXV, No. 2 (October, 1968), M o ­
isei and Bruce Bosworth, "White-Nonwhite Income Differen­
tials as a Measure of Discrimination," unpublished paper 
presented at the annual meeting of the American Statistical 
Association, Monday, December 28, 1970.
^ Gary S. Becker, The Economics of Discrimination 
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1957), 8.
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the taste for discrimination against a group depends on the 
intensity, duration, and level of contact with that group. 
Thus, the number of nonwhites in the total population in a 
given socio-political unit (which for this study is a 
parish) may be thought to influence ohe extent of discrimi­
nation against nonwhites.
A direct relation between the proportion of non­
whites and the measure of income inequality is anticipated 
for two reasons. First, the fraction nonwhite may influence 
income inequality directly by acting on the taste for discrim­
ination. A high proportion of the population that is nonwhite 
may be viewed defensively by the white community, thereby 
giving rise to greater white prejudice against nonwhites.
Secondly, a direct influence on the measure of ine­
quality due to a high proportion nonwhite is expected 
because of supply considerations. The demand for nonwhite 
labor in an area is likely to be confined within rather 
narrow limits by community attitudes and institutions.
Given a fixed demand for nonwhite labor within an area, an 
increase in the black population relative to the white is 
likely to represent an increase in the supply of nonwhite 
labor with no corresponding increase in the demand for this 
labor. Lower nonwhite incomes would be expected, and, 
consequently, an increase in the overall income concentra­
tion. ^
25Ibid., pp. 32-35
Age and the Size Distribution of Income
Age is hypothesized to exert an independent influence 
on both the level and the distribution of income. Con­
sidering first the well-documented relationship between age 
and the level of income, life cycle studies indicate that 
families headed by younger and older persons fall largely 
at the bottom of the income scale. Generally, an indi­
vidual starts with a relatively low income, gradually 
increases his earnings as he acquires more experience and 
training, reaches a maximum income at a certain age, may 
maintain it for a period, then faces a gradual decline in 
his income as he gets older. This earning cycle will differ 
among occupations. Professional, managerial, and technical 
jobs require more training and education than other occu­
pations. Entrance to these occupations is relatively late, 
and the top income is usually reached at a late age (between 
forty-five and fifty-five years). At the other end of the 
income spectrum, persons in unskilled occupations start to 
earn income at a fairly young age, reaching an earnings 
plateau around age thirty-five and experiencing a decline in 
income soon thereafter. The lifetime earnings of persons 
belonging to the skilled and semi-skilled occupations fall 
in between those of these two groups. These broad general­
izations are intended to emphasize the relationship between 
age, occupation, and income.
Herman P. Miller, Income of the American People 
(New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1955), Chapter VI.
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There also exists a systematic positive relationship
between age and family income inequality. This relationship
is reflected in a consistent and pronounced drift of Lorenz
curves away from the line of equality with increase in 
27age.
There are several reasons for expecting inequality 
to be higher as the age of the recipient increases. First, 
and most generally, there is likely to be a different rate 
of wage or salary advancement among workers so that with work 
experience inequality increases. The possibility that sup­
plemental income from property or accumulated wealth is 
more likely as age increases must also be considered as a 
reason for expecting increased inequality of income with age. 
Early or forced retirement may arbitrarily reduce incomes of 
some workers, while others are able to continue in their 
occupation, thus causing increased inequality. Thus this 
study hypothesizes that income inequality is directly 
related to the percentage of the population that is 65 years 
of age or older.
Occupational Structure
Occupational choice will also cause dispersion of
27'Janet A. Fisher, "Income, Spending, and Saving 
Patterns of Consumer Units in Different Age Groups," Studies 
in Income and Wealth. XV, (New York: National Bureau oT 
Economic Research, 19$2). Also see James Morgan, "The Anat­
omy of Income Distribution," p. 273. He finds that "in­
equality clearly increases with age after an initial reverse 
shift." By "initial reverse shift" he means that the 
inequality measure is lower for the age bracket 25-35 than 
for ages 20-24, but that the inequality measure is larger 
for income recipients in older age brackets.
earnings in a group of individuals with equal abilities. 
Occupations which are subject to erratic flucturations in 
activity would be expected to pay correspondingly erratic 
wages (or provide erratic earnings if wages are constant 
and employment levels are adjusted commensurately with 
swings in economic activity). More constant work commands 
more constant wages and employment. Hence, when cyclical 
industries are in a boom period, earnings are likely to be 
relatively higher than those received by equally capable 
workers in less cyclically-responsive occupations. However, 
the short-period differences in earnings would be expected 
to dissipate over time, but not be completely eliminated, 
because workers are likely to prefer a premium for accepting 
fluctuations in earnings and/or income.
It should be noted that, even within occupations, 
variations in the amount of work supplied will affect the 
distribution of income. However, there are few occupations 
which afford the individual a wide leeway in choosing the 
hours worked and, hence, the income he will receive. Some 
examples of occupations which do are accounting, law, 
medicine, and plumbing contracting. For most occupations, 
the standard work week is in force, and variations in income 
due to differences in hours worked are less likely to occur. 
Hence, the greater the proportion of workers employed in 
occupations of the latter type, the greater the likelihood 
that wage incomes will be more equal.
It is possible to measure the difference in income 
distribution between the various occupations by the Gini ratio.
73
A review of the data in Table IV-1 indicates that income is 
more equally distributed in occupations that are near the 
middle ranges of the inter-occupational income distribution. 
Then as average income for the occupation approaches either 
extreme of the distribution, the concentration ratio becomes 
larger.
The greater the percentage share of the low-concen- 
tration occupations in the total labor force of a parish, the 
more equal the income distribution in the parish is expected 
to be. According to Table IV-1, of all categories, the least 
inequality of income distribution is found among craft, 
clerical, and operative workers. Note that income is more 
equally distributed for these three occupational classifica­
tions, regardless of whether the computations include males 
only or both males and females. The hypothesis suggested is 
that the greater the percentage of the labor force employed 
in these occupations then the lower will be income inequality.
Agriculture
Observation indicates that income inequality is likely 
to be very great where much of the population is rural, par­
ticularly where farming is still a major economic activity. 
There are several measures of the relative importance of 
agriculture in a parish's economy. An acceptable measure is 
the percentage of the total population that is rural farm.
The Census.Bureau classifies a population as rural farm where 
persons live in rural territory on places of 10 or more acres 
from which sales of farm products amounted to $ 5 0 or more in
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TABLE IV-1
MEDIAN INCOME AND GINI RATIO 
FOR CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE, BY 
OCCUPATION IN LOUISIANA, 1959
Occupation
Gini Ratio
Males and 
Males Females
Male
Median
Earnings
Craftsmen, foremen and
kindred workers .320 .322 $4444
Clerical and kindred 
workers .323 .352 4390
Operatives and kindred 
workers .362 .384 3339
Service workers, excluding 
private households .375 .457 2493
Professional, technical, 
and kindred workers .3^8 .41$ 6067
Laborers, excluding farm 
and mine .389 .391 2130
Managerial, official, and 
proprietors, exc. farm .398 .420 6040
Sales workers .429 .502 4439
Farm laborers and foremen .532 .556 916
Private household workers .559 .712 874
Farmers and farm managers . 6 1 3 . 6 1 6 1327
Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, U. S. Census of
Population: I960. Vol. I, Characteristics
of the Population. Part 20, Louisiana 
(Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government Print­
ing Office, 1963), pp. 399-401.
75
r «
1959, or on places of less than 10 acres from which sales of
23farm products amounted to $ 2 5 0 or more in 1959*
A concentrated distribution of income in rural farm 
areas is anticipated for several reasons. First, the exist­
ence of a large rural farm population indicates that there 
is likely to be a large segment in the low-income brackets.
In part, this reflects the low productivity characteristic of 
agricultural production. Although agricultural workers are 
usually of low productivity, there has been a marked increase
in output per man-hour in the farm sector in the post-World
29War II period. The increase in production has been accom­
plished through increases in the capital-labor ratio, as 
evidenced by the absolute decline in man-hours of work in the 
farm industry. The expense of agricultural capital has put 
pressure on marginally profitable (usually small) farming
enterprises and has helped produce the reduction in the number 
30of farms. Typically, the remaining large farms are run by 
highly paid administrator-operators or by landowners who are
U. S. Bureau of the Census, United States Census of 
Population: I960. Vol. I, Characteristics of the PopuIaP
tion. Part 20, Louisiana (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1963)» p. xv.
2^Economic Report of the President (February, 1970), 
p. 2 1 6, Table C-3/+. The increase in productivity— as meas­
ured by output per man-hour— was greater in the farm sector 
than in manufacturing industries.
■^The number of farms in the U. S. has decreased from 
5,6/4.3,000 in 1950 to 2,971,000 in 1969. Over the same 
period, the average size of farm in the United States has 
increased from 213 to 373 acres. U. S. Bureau of the Census, 
Pocket Data Book, USA 1971, p. 213, Table 307.
able* l.o afford the required investment in capital goods.
The income of these individuals is expected to be in the 
higher ranges of the income distribution. Capital inten­
sive methods also displace unskilled labor, providing more 
recipients in the lower ranges of the income distribution. 
Additionally, lack of employment opportunities off the farm 
tends to produce disparity in income distribution, as indi­
vidual work-1eisure preferences are not satisfied because 
of the insufficient demand for labor. It is difficult, in 
such an area, to moonlight or to employ additional family 
members in an effort to achieve a desired relative economic 
status. Such a lack of alternative employment opportunities 
interferes with an equal distribution of income. In view of 
these considerations, it is hypothesized that the larger the 
fraction of the total population that is classified as rural 
farm, the higher the measure of income inequality.
Economic Development and the Size Distribution of Income 
There has been a paucity of empirical work brought 
forth as evidence to settle the question of the effect on 
income distribution of economic development. The investi­
gation of this question is hindered by an unusual scarcity 
of appropriate data, by problems of definition, and by 
disagreement regarding the measure of inequality. While 
recognizing conceptual and data limitations, Kuznets con­
cludes, on the basis of extensive international cross- 
section and time-series evidence, that over a long period of 
sustained economic growth in which an underdeveloped nation
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matures to a developed nation, income inequality first
31increases, then stabilizes, and finally lessens.
Kuznets’ findings suggest a general ’’stages of eco­
nomic growth" framework for examining the development level 
and income inequality. His observations are relevant for an 
examination of development and inequality for Louisiana’s 
parishes. In the earliest stages of economic growth, income 
inequality is relatively low among a predominately rural 
population. A nonagricultural population has a more unequal 
income distribution than an agricultural population, 
especially as industrialization begins, because, typically, 
the urban population is swelled by immigrants from agri­
cultural areas. Thus, in the early phases of economic 
growth, when the transition from an agricultural to an 
industrial economy is most rapid, inequality increases.
Inequality is stablizied with the growth of manu­
facturing employment and the increase in the per capita 
income in the nonagricultural sector. A major factor in the 
stabilization of inequality is the rise in the income share 
of the lower groups within the nonagricultural sector of the 
population, largely due to the upgrading of skills in the 
manufacturing sector.
In the final stage, Kuznets postulates that inequal­
ity decreases in response to technological change, to an
^Simon Kuznets, "Economic Growth and Income Inequal­
ity," American Economic Review, XLV, No. 1 (March, 1955)> 1- 
23. It is to be noted that Kuznets1 observations were based 
on the United States, Germany, and England, i.e. developed 
countries.
increase in the importance of service incomes in upper- 
income brackets, and to other concomitants of a growing eco­
nomic society. Specifically, technological change and new 
industries tend to render obsolete already established 
wealth as a source of income. The importance of service- 
sector income in high-income brackets reflects reduced 
inequality, according to Kuznets, because high service in­
comes are typically due to individual excellence. There is 
less possibility of keeping such incomes at continued high 
relative levels, because the service incomes of the descend­
ants of an initially high level unit are not likely to show
as strong an upward trend as the incomes for the large body
32of population at lower-income levels.
33A recent study by Adelman and Morris focuses on 
income inequality at the earliest stages of economic growth, 
relying on today's underdeveloped countries as data sources. 
Their findings are not incompatible with Kuznets* observa­
tions for the earliest stages of development, but the 
increased inequality may be more severe than Kuznets indi­
cates.
These observations call for caution in evaluating the 
relationship between economic growth and income inequality, 
particularly in view of the diverse developmental patterns 
evidenced by Louisiana's parishes. Some parishes are char­
acterized by a heavy dependence on agriculture, whereas
32Ibid., p. 10.
•^Irman Adelman and Cynthis Taft Morris, ""Who Benefits 
from Economic Development?” unpublished paper, January, 1972.
other parishes are characterized by an extensive service 
sector, high personal income, and other characteristics of 
economic development. Some of the variables discussed 
above may serve as proxies for economic development, notably 
the percentage of the population that is rural farm and the 
occupational structure. Two additional measures will be 
useful in examining the relationship between inequality and 
development. First, the fraction of the labor force that is 
employed in the manufacturing industry is indicative of the 
level of economic development. Secondly, probably the most 
appropriate measure of development is the median family 
income of an area. If it is presumed that Louisiana's 
parishes have passed the first "stage" of development, it may 
be hypothesized that development and income inequality are 
inversely related.
Property and the Size 
Distribution of Family Income
Popular discussion regarding inequality of family 
income distribution revolves around property income as the 
source of a large part of the inequality. This presumption 
has some basis in fact, but appears to be exaggerated. At 
the outset, some remarks should be directed to the propen­
sity to accumulate. The desire to accumulate may be predi­
cated upon various motives. Some may accumulate for secu­
rity and comfort in old age. Others want to make their 
children relatively free from economic concerns. The desire 
to achieve power and prestige provides the motivation for
do
others. And there are undoubtedly some who look upon wealth 
accumulation as a huge game that is fascinating to play,
with the ultimate winning or losing a matter of only secon-
^ 34dary concern.
Ultimately, property income depends on current saving 
and/or inheritance. These two sources of property may be 
considered separately. Current or lifetime saving will con­
tribute to the inequality of family income in a direct 
function of (1) the level of current income from which 
savings deductions are made, (2) the rate of return on 
invested savings, and (3) the length of time the savings have 
to draw interest.
Inheritance is usually thought of as merely one phase 
of the institution of private property, although it is— in 
theory at least— separable from that institution. Generally, 
the institution of private property is the basic source of 
the individual's incentive to accumulate wealth, whereas the 
institution of inheritance is considered to provide a strong 
supplementary incentive.
The impact of the institution of inheritance on the
size distribution of family income is a function of the
3 5growth of family size.  ^ Typically, families "spin off",
■^This propensity to accumulate is a concept closely 
related to Friedman's discussion of the attitude toward risk- 
taking, discussed in "Choice, Chance, and Personal Distri­
bution of Income," 277-290.
■^The following observations on fertility and inher­
itance draw heavily from the analysis of Melvin W. Reder,
"A Partial Survey," 211ff.
becoming separated by distance as well as by affection. 
Suppose, however, that a family does not separate and income 
is shared equally among family members. Then over time the 
growth rate of wealth of the family, starting with the 
founding father and his heirs, will conceptually be eat//^ , 
where a represents the amount by which the rate of return on 
family investments exceeds the rate at which wealth is con­
sumed, and b is the growth rate of family population over 
time. Therefore, a/b represents the growth of per capita 
wealth of the family. Thus the growth rate of family per 
capita income depends upon whether the rate of return on 
investments minus the rate of wealth consumption exceeds the 
family fertility rate.
Abstracting from differences in earnings income, from 
correlations between size of property and its rate of return, 
and from the rate of saving, the impact of inheritance is 
likely to depend on the degree of assortative mating and the 
degree of differential fertility. If any man were equally 
likely to be married to any woman in the society, i.e., 
there were no assortative mating, then there would be a 
tendency toward equality in the distribution of property. 
This would result because the sons and daughters of the 
wealthiest families would necessarily marry into families 
with less inherited property. The general reshuffle over 
generations would tend to equalize inherited fortunes. How­
ever, marriages are more likely to be assortative. The very 
rich are brought up in the same social atmosphere, and the
&2
very poor are also restricted to their social strata. 
Consequently, the reshufflement of property ownership is 
less than what would be expected if marriages were made 
from random income classes.
The rate of reproduction may exert an important 
influence on the distribution of property. If rich parents 
had fewer children than poor parents, family fortunes would 
tend to remain concentrated. On the other hand, if the 
rich were more prolific than the poor, then the property of 
the rich would gradually become more widely dispersed among 
succeeding generations. There would be a tendency toward 
more equalization.
In general, high fertility rates will reduce property 
concentration derived through inheritance, given sufficient 
time. If some families have more children over several 
generations than other families, then the more prolific 
families will have to spread inherited property over more 
children, whereas the families with fewer children will, by 
the process of concentrated inheritance, find themselves on 
the upper end of the income scale. In the long run, with 
fertility the only factor considered, the poor families will 
be those that are the most fertile and the rich those that 
are the least fertile.
•^Some societies have attempted to reduce the possi­
bility of dissipating an estate because of excessive or 
irresponsible fertility. The institution of primogeniture 
is admirably suited to accomplish this end. Primogeniture 
protects the inherited property from profligate heirs, as 
well as from extremely fertile ones. But in the long run,
Inherited property enhances not only property income, 
but. is also positively associated with 11 earned” income. 
Equipped with extensive investment in human capital, the 
children of wealthy families are more likely to possess 
earning power to enable them to retain their relative ranks 
in the income scale. The poor are typically unable to 
provide extensive investment in human capital for their 
children. Factors other than education contribute to the 
positive relationship between earnings from non-property 
sources and from property income. For example, a consistent 
relationship between socio-economic status and average level 
of intelligence test performance has been discovered. In 
the standardization population for the 1937 edition of the 
Stanford-Binet the following mean I.Q.’s were found for 
children aged 10-14 years whose fathers fell in the indi­
cated occupational levels: professional, 117; semipro­
fessional and managerial, 112; clerical, skilled trades, 
and retail business, 107; semi-skilled, minor clerical, and 
minor business, 103; slightly skilled, 100; day laborers, 
97.37 This trend is found for many types of tests.^
Statistics concerning the distribution of property
in the real world, an unstable environment will accomplish 
that which primogeniture is designed to prevent, namely loss 
of the estate.
^Quinn McNemar, The Revision of the Stanford-Binet 
Scale: An Analysis of the Standardization Data (flew York:
rioughton-Mifflin Co., 1942), p* 3&.
J Naomi Stewart, "AGCT Scores of Army Personnel 
Grouped by Occupations," Occupations, XXVI, No. 1 (October, 
1947), 5-41.
according to I.Q. measures are not available. Nevertheless, 
it is possible to draw some conclusions regarding changes 
in the distribution of property and property income among 
families over time, giving special attention to the role of 
intelligence. Assume that high scores on intelligence tests 
and property ownership are positively related. Children of 
propertied, highly-intelligent families will tend to be of 
above-average intelligence, but below the intelligence level 
of their parents. With only this genetic influence operative, 
over time the "regression toward the mean” would tend to 
reduce and eliminate the positive association of intelligence 
and property distribution. But if the society is charac­
terized by fluid socioeconomic structure, and if I.Q. is 
readily translated into earning power, the relationship will 
be restored, given relatively rapid accumulation of those 
with high I.Q. and low property holdings, compared with an 
exceptionally slow rate of property accumulation on the part 
of those with low I.Q. but large property holdings.
Turning to empirical considerations, the significance 
of property income in the over-all income distribution 
depends upon two conditions. First, property income must be 
more concentrated than income from non-property sources. 
Secondly, property income must be large relative to total 
family income. If either case fails to hold, then it is 
unlikely that property income would be a significant factor 
in explaining inter-regional differences in income distri­
bution.
To illustrate the point, consider the case where
property income is highly concentrated. If it is a small 
fraction of total income in a region, then substantial 
inequality is not likely to result from property income.
If, however, property income is large as well as concen­
trated, then total regional income distribution is likely 
to be affected. In the case where property income is not 
concentrated, income distribution will not be more unequal 
because of the existence of "unearned" income. Evidence 
available from previous research suggests, however, that
property income is much more unequally distributed than
39entrepreneurial or wage and salary income. Since this 
finding is intuitively plausible, it is justifiable to 
hypothesize that the larger the fraction of property income 
to total income, the greater will be the level of income 
inequality.
Because property income is not available on a parish 
basis from Census data, this study utilizes information 
derived from the Office of Business Economics (OBE) series. 
Property income, as used by OBE, includes dividends, 
personal interest income, and the rental income of persons. 
It must be recognized that the estimation procedure for 
parish-level property income generates relatively weak data. 
For monetary property income, OBE prepared estimates from a 
regression equation that related income in 1959, as reported
Frank Hanna, et. al., Analysis of Wisconsin Income 
(New York: National Bureau of Economic Research, Studies in
Income and Wealth, IX, 194&), 91ff.
by the Census, with monetary property income in the same 
year, as reported by the Internal Revenue Service, with the 
50 states and 100 Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas 
(SMSAs) used as observations. Imputed property income was 
based on estimated market values for owner-occupied nonfarm 
homes in each parish. An additional difficulty is presented 
because the six Louisiana SMSAs are treated separately in 
OBE coverage. In the cases of Baton Rouge, Lafayette, Lake 
Charles and Monroe, the SMSAs are contiguous with the parish, 
so the data are acceptable without modification. However, in 
the cases of New Orleans and Shreveport some adjustment is 
necessary because the SMSA encompasses more than one parish. 
Rather than throw out the data for these two SMSAs (whose 
combined population in i960 was 36 per cent of the state 
total), each constituent parish was given the same fraction 
of property to total personal income as the whole SMSA. 
Finally, it should be noted that in four parishes where 
commuter income was estimated to be significant, OBE figures 
were accepted without modification. This is important 
because Census figures refer to households or individuals by 
"place of residence," whereas the OBE series counts by 
"place of earnings." Hence, the OBE and Census data will 
differ according to the amount of commuting between parishes 
of residence and parishes where income is earned. The sit­
uation is exacerbated for La Fourche, Livingston, Plaquemines, 
and St. John the Baptist parishes, where commuting is pro­
nounced, but because property data for these parishes do not
37
exhibit variations from the state average sufficient to 
alter the outcome of the statistical tests, the OBE data 
were utilized without modification. Although tenuous, 
these estimates are the only readily available parish-level 
sources of information concerning property income. The 
data source must be recognized, however, when policy impli­
cations are considered.
Summary
The hypotheses proposed in this chapter are now 
restated in abbreviated form:
1. Education. The higher the median level of educa­
tion for all of the parish population over 25 years of age, 
the lower is the Gini ratio.
2. Family Participation. The larger the fraction of 
females above a certain age that participate in the labor 
force, the greater the income inequality.
3. Racial Discrimination. The larger the percentage 
of the population that is nonwhite, then the larger is the 
level of income inequality.
l+. Age. The larger the percentage of the population 
that is over 65 years of age, the larger is the index of 
inequality.
5. Occupational Structure. The larger the proportion 
of workers that are craftsmen, clerical or operative workers, 
the lower is the inequality measure.
6. Agriculture. The larger the percent of the total
fid
population that is classified as rural farm, the larger is 
the Gini ratio.
7. Property. The larger the fraction of property 
income to total personal income, the greater the level of 
inequality.
8. Economic Development. Economic development, 
whether measured by the median family income or by the per­
centage of the total labor force that is employed in manu­
facturing, is inversely related to the measure of income 
inequality.
The purpose of the next chapter is to test these 
hypotheses in a model of income inequality using data from 
Louisiana parishes for 1950, I960 and 1970.
CHAPTER V
A STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF INCOME 
INEQUALITY IN LOUISIANA, 1950-70
The purpose of this chapter is to report statistical 
tests of variables hypothesized to have an important 
influence on the distribution of family income among Louisiana 
parishes. First, an income inequality model is tested using 
data for 1950, I960, and 1970. The variables are evaluated 
in terms of their relative importance in each of the cross- 
section studies and in terms of the relationship hypothe­
sized to exist between each independent variable and the 
inequality measure. Secondly, changes in income concentra­
tion are analyzed by applying the inequality model to rela­
tive changes in both the measure of concentration and the 
independent variables over three different periods: 1950 to
I960, i960 to 1970, and 1950 to 1970. Special attention is 
devoted to determining which socioeconomic factors are more 
closely associated with changes in concentration and to 
comparing these variables' relative importance in the three 
time periods with results in the cross-section studies. 
Finally, attention is directed to an analysis of individual
39
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parishes. Changes in rank order of inequality by parish 
over the period 1950-70 are discussed with special attention 
devoted to those parishes with increased inequality. Regres­
sion residuals are analyzed to determine which parishes are 
best explained by the specified variables of the inequality 
model, as well as to determine in which parishes inequality 
is apparently explained by excluded variables.
The Income Inequality 
Model, 1950 Data
In Chapter IV the following variables were hypothe­
sized to be important in explaining interparish differences 
in income inequality: median years of education for adults
over 25 years of age (MEDEDUC), percentage of females above 
a certain age who are included in the labor force (PCTFEM), 
percentage of the population that is nonwhite (RACE), per­
centage of the population that is 65 years old or over (OLD- 
AGE), percentage of those reporting earnings who are classed 
as clerical, craft or operative workers (OCCUPA), percentage 
of the population that is rural farm (RURALFA), the per­
centage of the labor force that is employed in the manu­
facturing industry (MFG), median family income (MEDYFAM), 
and property income as a percentage of total personal income 
(PROPERT). The results of a test of the above variables in 
explaining income inequality for Louisiana parishes in 1950 
is shown in Table V-l.^
■^The independent variables, income inequality for 
each parish, are discussed in a later section of the chapter 
and are shown in Appendix B.
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TABLE V-l
PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, PARISH 
CONCENTRATION RATIO AND RELATED VARIABLES, 1950
Partial Standard Error t for Standardized 
Regression of Regression H0 : Regression
Variables Coefficients Coefficients B = 0 Coefficients
MEDEDUC (xx) -26.440 30.563 -0.365 -0 .0 9 2
PCTFEM (x2) 31*911 7.743 4 .121** 0.424
RACE (x3) - 0.343 2.397 -0.143 -0.013
OLDAGE < v 22.363 2S.731 0.796 0.031
OCCUPA (X5) 1.334 7.645 0 .2 4 0 0 .0 4 6
RURALFA (X6) 1*477 3.196 0 .4 6 2 0.071
MFG (X7) -14*652 4.042 -3.625** -0.344
MEDYFAM (Xd) - 0.343 0 .160 -2.146* -0 .4 6 2
PROPERT (X9) -31.699 1 1 .3 2 0 -2.313** -0.293
Intercept = 4992.231
Standard error of intercept = 395*761
Coefficient of determination = .30173
F-value = 24*269
* = significant at the 5 per cent level
** = significant at the 1 per cent level
Source: Appendix A.
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The unadjusted coefficient of determination, or R- 
squnre, indicates that the model explains #0 per cent of 
the 1950 parish-to-parish variation in income inequality.
The unexplained variation of roughly 20 per cent may result 
from the use of an inappropriate regression equation (linear 
instead of curvilinear), from imperfect measurement of 
dependent or independent variables, and/or from the exclusion 
of other relevant independent variables. The F-value pro­
vides a test of the overall relation, that is, a test of 
whether the independent variables exercise significant influ­
ence on the dependent variable. The F-value of 24.27 indi­
cates that the R-square significantly exceeds zero at the 1 
per cent confidence level.
A regression coefficient indicates the unit change in 
the dependent variable (the Gini measure of income inequal­
ity) per unit change in the independent variable, with all 
other variables held constant. Thus the regression coeffi­
cient for median education indicates that if there is an 
increase of one year in median years education for adults 
over 25, all other variables held constant, a reduction in 
the Gini ratio of .0026 points would be expected. The signs 
of the regression coefficients are generally as hypothesized.
2
In coding the Gini ratios for statistical analysis, 
each Gini ratio was multiplied by a factor of 1000. Hence, 
regression coefficients reported in the tables must be 
divided by 1000 to obtain true values. Textual discussion of 
regression coefficients is in terms of the true values, i.e. 
the tabular coefficients divided by 1000.
There are three unexpected signs that merit further consider­
ation: property income, percentage nonwhite, and the occu­
pation variable. First, the percentage of total personal 
income that is property income is negatively related to 
income inequality, indicating that, in 1950, increases in 
property income are associated with decreases in income ine­
quality, The property income variable is significant at the 
1 per cent level. Further, there is a negative simple corre­
lation between the share of property income with the measure 
of income inequality, indicating little possibility of sign 
reversal due to multicollinearity. Disregarding data defi­
ciencies, one plausible explanation for the negative sign is 
that property income was small relative to total family 
income and therefore incapable of producing inequality even 
if the property income were concentrated. Comparison of 
parish averages for the property income variable in 1950,
I960, and 1970 lends support to the suggested explanation, 
for property income was least important in 1950.
The percentage nonwhite produced a second unexpected 
sign. In contrast to the hypothesized relationship, the 
results shown in Table V-l indicate that the larger the pro­
portion of the population that is nonwhite, the lower will 
be the measure of income inequality. The regression coeffi­
cient is not significant (even at the 10 per cent level). But
■^ On a parish basis, 1950 property income averaged 9.2 
per cent of total personal income and rose to 11.22 per cent 
in i960 and 13.53 per cent in 1970.
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the simple correlation coefficient between the percentage 
nonwhite and inequality is also negative. These observa­
tions provide no justification for the hypothesized (posi­
tive) relation between inequality and percentage nonwhite.
The results suggest that where the nonwhite population is 
large, families may share poverty to such an extent that a 
low inequality measure is generated.
The occupation variable (the fraction of the labor 
force classed as clerical, craft, or operative workers) 
reveals a positive regression coefficient, contradicting the 
hypothesized negative relation. However, the positive rela­
tion is suspect because the variable is not significant even 
at the 10 per cent level and because the simple correlation 
coefficient between inequality and the occupation variable is 
negative. These results suggest the presence of pairwise 
multic oilin earity.
Of the nine variables considered, three were signifi­
cant at the 1 per cent level (property income, per cent 
employed in manufacturing, and female participation in the 
labor force). One variable was significant at the 5 per cent 
level (median family income). The remaining variables showed 
much less significance according to the t-test. The possi­
bility that the existence of multicoilinearity reduces the 
measured significance of the variables must not be overlooked. 
It should be noted that multicollinearity is a problem in 
regression analysis for several reasons. First, multicol- 
linearity prevents the assessment of the separate effects of 
the independent variables on the dependent variable, Y. If,
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for example, X^ cannot be moved without at the same time 
moving X2 either positively or negatively, then the separate 
effect of X^ or X2 on Y cannot be determined.
A second and closely related problem resulting from 
the existence of multicoilinearity is that the confidence 
intervals become broadened so that individual tests of the 
significance of the parameters become vague and meaningless.
The vagueness about an individual parameter results from the 
possibility of one regressor being "robbed of its influence" 
by the other collinear regressor.^" A review of the variables 
with the highest simple correlation coefficients (in Table 
V-2) reveals a high degree of (1) negative association 
between the occupation variable and the rural farm popula­
tion (-.372); (2) negative association between the rural farm 
variable and median family income (-.317); and (3) positive 
association between median family income and the occupation 
variable (.340).
The beta coefficient provides an additional method of 
evaluating the relative importance of the variables con­
sidered. ^  Using the beta coefficient as a frame of reference,
^Ronald J. Wonnacott and Thomas H. Wonnacott, Eco­
nometrics (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1970), p. 258.
5
The beta coefficients are obtained by multiplying the 
net regression coefficients by the ratios of the standard devia­
tion of the different independent variables to the standard 
deviation of the dependent variable. By reducing the net regres­
sion coefficient to a common denominator, the beta values enable 
one to say which independent factor is the more important in 
explaining variations in the dependent variable. See Arthur 
Goldberger, Econometric Theory (New York; John Wiley and Sons, 
pp. 197-198. The beta coefficient is sometimes referred to as 
the standardized regression coefficient.
TABLE V-2
COEFFICIENTS OF SIMPLE CORRELATION AMONG ALL THE VARIABLES, 1950
X1 X2 X3 X4 X5 x6 X7 x3 X9 Y
MEDEDUC (Xl) -— .417 -.267
-d-
to0•1 .501 - .3 7 1 .403 .579 .243 -.395
PCTFEM (x2) —
to 
1—1 
cv •11 -.136 .273 - . 4 3 6 .014 .520 .137 .049
RACE (x3) — —  — - . 2 6 7 - . 4 5 1 .352 -.07s -.410 -.469 .49^
OLDAGE (*4> — —  — — - . 4 2 3 .409 .032 - . 6 2 2 -.505 .433
OCCUPA (x5) — - . 8 7 2 .532 .340 .690 -.757
RURALFA (X6) — —  — — — — - . 4 0 9
r- 
1—1 
to •1 -.632 .622
MFG (Xy) — — — — .319 .137 - . 5 6 6
MEDYFAM (Xg) .737 -.632
PROPERT (X9) — -.691
GINI (Y)
Source: Appendix A.
vO
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the median family income is the most important factor in 
explaining inter-parish variations in the concentration 
ratio (-.4 6 2). Other important variables are, in order of 
importance, percentage of females in the labor force (.4 2 4), 
percentage of the labor force in manufacturing (-.334)> and 
property income as a fraction of total personal income 
(-.293). Because these four variables were ranked so highly 
by the beta coefficient, they were used in a separate regres­
sion, the results of which are shown in Table V-3. Note that 
the R-square is .79#, compared with . $02 when all nine vari­
ables are used. The very slight reduction in the unadjusted 
coefficient of multiple determination indicates that the five 
variables that are omitted from the nine-variable model con­
tribute little additional explanation to interparish variation 
in income inequality. The signs of the regression coeffi­
cients and the relative ranking of the beta coefficients 
remain the same in the four-variable model as in the full 
model. The significance of the four variables, as measured 
by the t-test, is somewhat improved, for all four variables 
are significant at the one per cent level.
The Income Inequality 
Model, I960 Data
Using i960 data, the nine independent variables out­
lined above are tested in a regression analysis with parish 
concentration ratios. The results are summarized in Table 
V-4. The unadjusted coefficient of determination (R-square) 
is .#62. The F-value of 37.47 indicates that the R-square 
significantly exceeds zero at the one per cent confidence level.
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TABLE V-3
PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, PARISH 
CONCENTRATION RATIO AND SELECTED VARIABLES, 1950
Partial Standard Error t for Standardized 
Regression of Regression H : Regression
Variables Coefficients Coefficients B = 0 Coefficients
PCTFEM (x2) 31.016 5.633 5.502** 0.412
MFG (x?) -14.602 2.793 -5.277** -0.333
MEDYFAM (Xg) - 0.439 0.0S4 -5.22S** -0.591
PROPERT (X9) -29.373 10.123 -2 .900** -0.270
Intercept = 5231.349
Standard error of intercept = 102.247
Coefficient of determination = .7973
F-value = 53.193**
* = significant at the 5 per cent level
** = significant at the 1 per cent level
Source: Appendix A.
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TABLE V-4
PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, PARISH 
CONCENTRATION RATIO AND RELATED VARIABLES, I960
Partial Standard Error t for Standardized 
Regression of Regression H : Regression
Coefficients Coefficients B = 0 CoefficientsVariables
MEDEDUC (xx ) -6 5 . 8 0 5 30.236 -2.176* -0.197
PCTFEM (x2 ) 9 . 5 0 2 6.137 1 . 1 6 8 0 . 1 0 8
RACE (x3 ) 7 . 1 4 5 2.347 3.044** 0.229
OLDAGE < v 27.*+.82 1 6 . 2 6 6 1.505 0.142
OCCUPA (X5 ) -10.465 7.065 —1 . 4 6 4 -0.169
RURALFA (x6 ) 12.684 3.754 3.379** 0.327
MFG (X7 ) - 8.593 3.908 -2.199* -0.163
MEDYFAM (Xg) - 0.096 0.075 -1.296 -0.233
PROPERT (X9) 25.744 10.799 2 .364** 0.190
Intercept
Standard error of intercept 
Coefficient of determination 
F-value
* = significant at the 5 per cent level 
** = significant at the 1 per cent level 
Source: Appendix A.
=  4663.365 
402.890 
.86199 
37.475
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All of the signs of the regression coefficients are 
as expected and in conformity with the hypotheses advanced 
in Chapter IV. Measured by the t-values, three variables 
are significantly associated with the dependent variable at 
the 1 per cent confidence level. They are the fraction of 
the population classified as rural farm (RURALFA), the per­
centage of total personal income that is property income 
(PROPERT), and the percentage nonwhite (RACE). Two vari­
ables are significant at the 5 per cent level— median years 
of education (MEDEDUC) and the fraction of the labor force 
in manufacturing (MFG).
The beta values indicate that, in compairing the vari­
ables according to their ability to explain interparish 
differences in income inequality in I960, the percentage of 
the population classified as rural farm is the most important 
factor. Other variables with high beta values are, in order, 
median family income, race, and education.
The correlation matrix, shown in Table V-5, reveals a 
relatively high degree of (1) negative association (-.710) 
between the proportion of a population that is rural farm 
(X^) and the occupation measure (X^); (2) negative correla­
tion (-.7 6 9 ) between the rural farm variable (X^) and the 
median family income (Xg); (3) negative association (-.710) 
between the level of median family income (Xg) and the per­
centage of a population that is over 65 years of age (X^); 
and (Xg) and the measure of the parish occupational struc­
ture (X^).
TABLE V-5
COEFFICIENTS OF SIMPLE CORRELATION AMONG ALL THE VARIABLES, I960
X1 X2 x3 X4 X5 x6 X7 x8 X9
Y
MEDEDUC llj) -- .637 -.340 -.252 .436 -.495 .304 .6 6 5 .496 -.533
PCTFEM (I2) -- .049 - . 2 6 2 .109 -.402 .057 .505 .433 -.237
RACE (x3) .376 -.496 .334 -.034 -.504 -.492 .573
OLDAGE -- -- -- -- -.433 .350 .003 -.710 -.463 .513
OCCUPA (X5) ---- ----  ---- -- — -.710 .591 .753 .613 -.306
RURALFA (X6) — — -.492 -.769 -.537 .775
MFG (X7) .344 .240 -.516
MEDYFAM (Xg) ---- .631 -.331
PROPERT (Xg) — — — — — -.532
GINI (Y)
Source: Appendix A.
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In view of the possible presence of multicoilinearity, 
a separate regression was tested using only the following 
variables: median family income, manufacturing, per cent
nonwhite, rural farm population, and property income. The 
results, shown in Table V-6, indicate that the abbreviated 
model explains #4 per cent of the parish-to-parish variation 
in income inequality, only slightly less than that explained 
by the nine-variable model. The signs remain as expected, 
and each of the variables is significant at the 1 per cent 
level.
The beta coefficients indicate a change in the rela­
tive importance of various variables. Median family income 
is the most important in explaining interparish variation in 
inequality when only five variables are considered; it is 
followed in importance by race, rural farm, manufacturing, 
and property. Although the order has changed, race, rural 
farm, and median family income remain the three most impor­
tant variables, as measured by the beta coefficient.
The Income Inequality 
Model, 1970 Data
The results of applying the nine-variable model to 
1970 data are shown in Table V-7. The R-square of .64 
indicates that all but 16 per cent of interparish variation 
in inequality is explained by the model. The F-value of 
32.07^ indicates the R-square to be significant at the 1 
per cent level.
Six of the variables have the anticipated sign.
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TABLE V-6
PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, PARISH 
CONCENTRATION RATIO AND SELECTED VARIABLES, I960
Variables
Partial
Regression
Coefficients
Standard Error 
of Regression 
Coefficients
t for Standardized 
H : Regression 
B = 0 Coefficients
RACE (x3) 9* #10 1.9#7 4.937** .315
RURALFA (x6) 10.2#9 3.4## 2.950** .265
MFG (x7) -13*030 3.23# -4.024** -.246
MEDYFAM (Xg) - 0.214 0 . 0 4 0 -5.327** -.510
PROPERT (x9) 25*009 10.121 2.471** .1#5
Intercept = 4593*522
Standard error of intercept = 226.#40
Coefficient of determination = .#401
F-value = 60.95#**
* = significant at the 5 per cent level
** = significant at the 1 per cent level
Source: Appendix A.
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TABLE V-7
PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, PARISH 
CONCENTRATION RATIO AND RELATED VARIABLES, 1970
Variables
Partial
Regression
Coefficients
Standard Error 
of Regression 
Coefficients
t for Standardized 
H : Regression 
B = 0 Coefficients
MEDEDUC (xx) -27.15 42.96 -O.63 1 • 0
PCTFEM (x2) 2 1 .2 6 10.45 2.03* .22
RACE (x3) 3.60 3.05 1.25 .12
OLDAGE <V - 4.25 14.56 -0.29 -.03
OCCUPA (X5) -26.93 7.91 -3.65** -.40
RURALFA (x6) - 2.65 5.34 -0.53 -.05
MFG (x7) 3.66 5.09 0.72 .07
MEDYFAM (Xg) - 0.16 0.04 -4.57** -.62
PROPERT (X9) 6.50 9.41 0.90 .06
Intercept = 6 0 6 3 .2 2
Standard error of intercept = 554-654
Coefficient of determination = .6424
F-value = 32.06**
* = significant at the 5 per cent level 
** = significant at the 1 per cent level 
Source: Appendix A.
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Median years of education for adults over twenty-five, the 
measure of occupational structure, the median family 
income are, as hypothesized, negatively associated with 
income inequality. The percentage nonwhite, property 
income as a fraction of total personal income, and the per­
centage of families in the labor force are positively 
related to inequality in the 1970 nine-variable model.
Rural farm population and the percentage over 65 are found 
to be negatively associated with inequality, and the per­
centage of the labor force in manufacturing is positively 
associated with inequality, all in contrast to the hypothe­
sized relationship. However, these three variables are not 
significant by the t-test and their simple correlation 
coefficients with the Gini ratio (shown in Table V-8) are 
as hypothesized.
Two variables, the occupational measure and median 
family income, appear significant at the 1 per cent confi­
dence level, and female participation is significant at the 
5 per cent confidence level. These three variables are also 
found to be the most important (according to the beta coeffi­
cients) in explaining interparish differences in income 
inequality. The race variable is ranked fourth.
Because median family income, occupational classifi­
cation, female participation in the labor force, and the 
percentage nonwhite were found to be the most important var­
iables in 1970, they were incorporated in a separate regres­
sion analysis, the results of which are shown in Table
TABLE V-8
COEFFICIENTS OF SIMPLE CORRELATION AMONG ALL THE VARIABLES, 1970
X1 X2 X3 X4 X5 x 6 X7 x 8 X9 Y
MEDEDUC ( V — .702 -.335 -.374 .413 -.625 .1 5 8 .707 .324 -.497
PCTFEM <x2> — .013 -.037 .0 7 6 -.523 -.058 .383 .233 -.059
RACE (X3) .384 -.487 .203 .154 -.500 - . 2 9 6 .6 3 0
OLDAGE < v —
— — - . 3 2 1 • 335 .163 -.634 - . 3 0 0 .556
OCCUPA (X5) — —  — — — -.555 .557 .670 .413 -.788
RURALFA (x6) —
— — .336 -.637 -.390 .499
MFG (Xy) — — — — — — .219 .094 -.276
MEDYFAM (Xg) — — .436 - . 8 2 0
PROPERT (X9) — — -.340
GINI (Y) —
Source: Appendix A.
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TABLE V-9
PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, PARISH 
CONCENTRATION RATIO AND SELECTED VARIABLES, 1970
Partial Standard Error t for Standardized
variables
Regression of Regression 
Coefficients Coefficients
H Regression 
B = 0 Coefficientso'
PCTFEM (x2) 13.401 5.334 3.154** .192
RACE (X3) 5.575 2.062 2.704** .173
OCCUPA (X5) -23.076 5.361 -4.304** -.322
MEDYFAM (Xg) - 0.170 0.024 -6.997** -.592
Intercept
Standard error of intercept 
Coefficient of determination 
F-value
* = significant at the 5 per cent level 
** = significant at the 1 per cent level 
Source: Appendix A.
= 5655.057
270.996
. S 3 6 4
75.415**
loa
V-9. The unadjusted R-square of .6 3 6  is only slightly less 
than the .$4 associated with the nine-variable model. The 
F-value of 75.4 indicates the R-square to be significant at 
the 1 per cent level. The regression coefficients retain 
the signs found in the nine-variable model, and each coeffi­
cient is significant at the 1 per cent confidence level. The 
rank order of beta coefficients remains the same, with median 
family income still the most important variable in explaining 
interparish differences in income inequality, followed by 
occupation, female participation in the labor force, and the 
percentage nonwhite. Additional variables have the effect 
of increasing multicoilinearity and reducing significance 
measures, while not increasing the R-square, or explained 
interparish variation in inequality.
Comparison and Evaluation of 
Results for 1950 and i960
A comparison of the model using 1950 data with the 
same model using i960 data indicates several differences.
First, the 1950 data explain less of the interparish differ­
ences in income inequality than the I960 data, although in 
both tests the coefficients of determination are significant 
at the 1 per cent level. Secondly, the signs are the same 
for both models in all but three cases, specifically, for 
race, for the occupational measure, and for property income.
In the case of race and the occupational variable, the sign 
differences in the 1950 model are perhaps attributable to multi 
collinearity because the simple correlation coefficient between
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these variables and the dependent variable is opposite the 
sign of the regression coefficient. In the case of property 
income for 1950, the negative regression coefficient is 
associated with a negative simple correlation coefficient 
(.1 9 1 ) and the former is significant, using the t-test, at 
the 1 per cent level. In i960 the regression coefficient was 
positively related, but the simple correlation coefficient 
was negatively related to income inequality.
In view of the possibility for deriving policy impli­
cations, it is interesting to review changes in the size of 
the regression coefficients for the various independent vari­
ables. For example, the size of the partial regression coef­
ficient for education increases from -2 6 . 4  in 1950 to -6 5 . S 
in I960. This means that in I960, a one-year increase in the 
median years of education for adults over 25 is expected to 
result in a decrease in the Gini ratio of .OO6 5&, everything 
else held constant. The implication is that the power of edu­
cation in reducing inequality increases over the interval 1950 
to I960. Also, the reduction in the size of the regression 
coefficient for MFG over the interval indicates that, in I960, 
additional increases in the fraction of the labor force 
employed in manufacturing industries are expected to result in 
smaller reductions in inequality than in 1950.
Comparison of beta values for the two cross-section 
models reveals important changes over the period 1950 to I960 
in terms of the importance of independent variables. First, 
the rural farm variable moved from seventh (in 1950) to first 
(in I960) in terms of its relative importance in explaining
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variations in income inequality. A structural change in agri­
culture may have generated this shift. Specifically, sketchy 
data support the view that in 1950 agricultural production was 
characterized by a large number of relatively small family- 
operated farms producing incomes that were, for the most part, 
equal.^ The greater the proportion of the population on these 
farms, then the less the extent of income inequality. By I960
the rural farm population had been considerably diminished by
7
the outmigration of younger farmers. Available data indicate 
that remaining farms may be characterized as either small, 
inefficient farms operated by older farmers or large, effi­
ciently run farms operated by professional farm managers. Low 
money income for families operating small, inefficient farms 
and high income for professional farm managers combine to 
increase income inequality in those areas where rural farm 
population was pronounced in I960 and to account for the 
increased relative importance of this variable in explaining 
interparish income inequality. Although it must be recalled 
that the sign and t-test of the rural farm variable for 1950
^The average farm size in 1950 was 90.2 acres in com­
parison to an average of 139.0 acres in i9 6 0. See U. S.
Bureau of the Census, U . S. Census of Agriculture: 1959* Vol.
1, Counties, Part 351 Louisiana (Washington, D. C.: UTs.
Government Printing Office, 1961), p. 3.
7
The median age of the rural farm population increased 
from 21.6 to 23.4t while the median age for the state as a 
whole fell from 2o.7 to 26.2, from 1950 to i9 6 0. See I960 
Census, Table 37 and U. S. Bureau of the Census, U. S. Census 
of the Population; 1950. Vol. II, Characteristics of the 
Population, Part 18, Louisiana (Washington, D. C.: U. S.
Government Printing Office, 1952), Table 10.
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are subject to some interpretation, the beta coefficients do 
indicate that variation in rural farm population is of greater 
importance in i960 than in 1950, perhaps because of the expla­
nation offered above.
Secondly, race became relatively more important in 
explaining interparish differences in income inequality, as 
demonstrated by its increase in the rank of beta values from 
ninth (1950) to third (i9 6 0). It is helpful to note that the 
mean, the variance, and the standard deviation for the frac­
tion nonwhite decreased between 1950 and i9 6 0 . Hence, not 
only was the nonwhite population smaller in i960 than in 1950, 
but there was also more dispersion of the racial composition 
among the Louisiana parishes in I960 and in 1950, indicating 
that the proportion nonwhite should play a diminished role in 
explaining income inequality. Other changes in the economy 
offset this potentially equalizing effect, as revealed by an 
analysis of nonwhite relative economic status. Analysis of 
changes in the relative economic status of nonwhites between 
1950 and i960 is made difficult by two characteristics of 
Census data. First, the recipient unit is not optimal. In 
1950 the only reported recipient unit for nonwhites is 
families and unrelated individuals. Consistency requires that 
this unit be adopted for i960 as well as for 1950. This unit 
is not, however, equivalent to the family unit used elsewhere 
in the study. Secondly, a black-to-white study is not pos­
sible with published Census data. Median income for white 
family units or families and unrelated individuals is not pro­
vided. In comparing nonwhite income to median income, one
compares nonwhite income to the median income of all black and 
white families and unrelated individuals. The degree of bias 
introduced by this comparison varies according to the per cent 
nonwhite in each parish and the extent of the difference 
between black and white median incomes. Keeping these restric­
tions in mind, the change in the relative economic status of 
nonwhites was measured by dividing the median income for non­
white families and unrelated individuals by the median income 
figure for all parish families and unrelated individuals for 
both 1950 and i9 6 0 . The results are shown in Appendix C. The 
mean value of the measure of relative economic status for the 
6l parishes for which data are available in both 1950 and i960  
was .6 5 1 in 1950 and .591 in i9 6 0. (A figure of 1.0 would 
represent perfect equality, i.e. no difference in median 
income of nonwhite and all recipient units.) There were only 
eight parishes in which the relative economic status of non­
whites increased, and in only East Carroll, Natchitoches, and 
Vernon was the increment more than a few percentage points. 
These results suggest an explanation for the increased rela­
tive importance of the nonwhite population in explaining inter­
parish income inequality in i9 6 0. Generally, nonwhite incomes 
tend to be concentrated in the low end of the income distri­
bution. Data in Appendix C suggest that nonwhite incomes are 
located even further down the distribution in i9 6 0. Conse­
quently, those parishes in which the black population was pro­
portionately large would have a large share of low incomes, a 
condition which would produce greater income inequality. The 
lower relative economic status in I960 accounts for the
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increased importance of the race variable in explaining inter­
parish differences in income inequality.
A third change in the importance of the variables in 
explaining income inequality occurred in the case of property 
income, which fell from fourth place (1950) to fifth place 
(I960), again as measured by the beta values. As in the case 
of the rural farm variable, a change in the sign of the mul­
tiple regression coefficient occurred between 1950 and I960, 
from negative in 1950 to positive in I960. For the 64 Louisi­
ana parishes, property income averaged 9.2 per cent of total 
personal income in 1950, but rose to 11.2 per cent in i9 6 0. 
Thus, there is evidence that as property income comprised a 
larger share of total personal income, the property income was 
unequally distributed and contributed to income inequality.
A fourth change in the relative importance of the var­
iables occurred in the case of the percentage of the labor 
force in the manufacturing industry. As measured by the beta 
coefficient, this variable declined from third in importance 
in 1950 to seventh in I960. In both periods the sign of the 
multiple regression coefficient was negative and significant 
at the 1 per cent or the 5 per cent level. Manufacturing 
grew in importance over the decade 1950 to I960 (as meas­
ured by the increase in the 6 4-parish average from 15.1 per 
cent to 1 6 . 6  per cent) but, on a parish basis, was more evenly 
distributed among the parishes in i960 than in 1950. Thus 
manufacturing is significantly (inversely) associated with the 
level of income inequality, but as manufacturing employment
no­
spread s more evenly throughout the Louisiana economy, the 
explanatory power of this variable diminishes.
Finally, comparison of beta coefficients for 1950 and 
I960 reveals a strong decline in the importance of female 
labor force participation from second (in 1950) to ninth (in 
I960) in explaining interparish differences in inequality. 
Relatively more women were participating in the labor force 
in those parishes where inequality was higher in 1950. In 
I960, a relatively large proportion of women in the labor 
force was not significantly associated with income inequality.
Analysis of two separate cross sections is useful in 
evaluating changes in relative importance of independent vari­
ables between the two periods. However, relative changes in 
some independent variables may be more closely associated 
with relative changes in inequality than others. Exclusive 
focus on changes in rank order and significance of variables 
at two points in time, as in cross-section analysis, may fail 
to reveal the independent variables most closely associated 
with changes in inequality. In order to investigate the rela­
tionship between relative changes in inequality and relative 
changes in the nine independent variables, a separate regres­
sion was run, the results of which are found in Table V-10.
It is important to note that all variables are measured in 
terms of percentage changes from 1950 values to I960 values.
The R-square of .537 is significant at the 1 per cent 
level. Relative changes in median family income are more 
closely associated with changes in the Gini ratio, as measured 
by both the t-test and beta coefficients. The negative sign
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TABLE V-10
PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, PERCENTAGE 
CHANGE IN CONCENTRATION RATIO AND RELATED 
VARIABLES, 1950-1960
Partial Standard Error t for Standardized 
Regression of Regression H : Regression
Variables Coefficients Coefficients B = 0 Coefficients
# A ( m e d e d u c ) .113 .093 1.212 .158
?&A(PCTFEM) .104 .045 2.322* .256
i A(race) .175 .082 2.125* .304
^ A ( o l d a g e ) -.035 .065 -0.532 -.094
$ A ( o c c u p a ) .035 .0 2 8 1.232 .159
io A(ruralfa) . 0 2 8 .049 0.577 .071
# A ( m f g ) -.017 .017 -0.952 - . 1 1 6
^ A ( m e d y f a m ) -.140 .035 -3-947** -.519
i° A(propert) .005 .029 0.169 .019
Intercept = 6 .0 6 0
Standard error of intercept = 5.273
Coefficient of determination = .52747
F-value — 6.697**
* = significant at the 5 per cent level
** = significant at the 1 per cent level 
Source: Appendix A.
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of the regression coefficient indicates that increases in 
income are strongly associated with decreases in inequality. 
The per cent nonwhite and female participation variables are 
also significantly associated with changes in inequality 
between 1950 and I960. Changes in the rural farm variable 
appear less important in this analysis than might be expected 
from cross-section studies for 1950 and I960.
Comparison and Evaluation of 
Results for I960 and 1970
Examination of the I960 and 1970 inequality models 
reveals that both explain all but about 15 per cent of inter­
parish variation in income inequality. The beta coefficients 
indicate changes in the relative importance of variables in 
the two cross-section studies. First, median family income 
moves from second to first in importance, as measured by the 
beta coefficients. The sign of the regression coefficient 
remains negative, and the coefficient increases in value 
between I960 and 1970. Furthermore, the regression coeffi­
cient, which was not significant by the t-test in I960, shows 
significance at the 1 per cent confidence level in 1970. In­
sofar as economic development contributes to an increased 
median family income, then development appears to reduce ine­
qual ity.
Secondly, the rural farm population declines in rela­
tive importance between i960 and 1970, as measured by both 
the beta values and the t-test. The failure of the rural farm 
variable to show significance does not appear to be due to
multicoilinearity, for the variable fails to indicate signif- 
cance (by the t-test) in alternative regressions using dif­
ferent combinations of independent variables. The reduced 
importance of the rural farm population in the 1 9 7 0 model 
(relative to the I960 model) might be attributable to reduced 
inequality of income among farm families. The Gini ratio of 
inequality for rural farm families in Louisiana fell from .4334- 
in i960 to .4273 in 1970. Rural farm families thus continued 
to contribute to a high inequality of income. Although an 
explanation of the behavior of independent variables is not 
one of the purposes of the study, it is plausible to assume 
that changes in the rural farm sector that might have occurred 
between 1950 and i960 to increase the importance of that vari­
able were not present in 1970. Furthermore, it is apparent 
that even though the rural farm population continued to con­
tribute to inequality, the small size of the variable in 1 9 7 0  
prevents this sector’s influence from materially affecting 
overall distribution.
Thirdly, the percentage nonwhite falls slightly (from 
third to fourth place) in its ability to explain interparish 
differences in inequality as measured by the beta coeffi­
cients. The regression coefficient retains its positive sign, 
but is smaller in 1970 than in i9 6 0. This reduction in the 
partial regression coefficient for the RACE variable implies 
some reduction in inequality-imparting distinctions between 
the white and nonwhite population over the interval 1960- 
1970. The coefficient was significant at the 1 per cent level
in I960, but is not significant, by the t-test, in 1970. 
Reference to Appendix C indicates that the economic status of 
nonwhites continued to fall from I960 to 1970. The decline 
in relative economic status throughout the 1960's requires 
analysis beyond the scope of this study. It should be noted, 
however, that the measure of relative economic status pre­
sented in Appendix C is not entirely appropriate, for it is 
literally a measure of black median income to total median 
income, not of black income to white income, as is required 
for a more accurate assessment of relative economic status.
The measure is likely to move downward because of outmigra­
tion, not only of high income nonwhites, but of nonwhites in 
general, for the data would then more clearly reflect black/ 
white differentials. Nevertheless, in spite of lower relative 
economic status, the race variable appears less significant 
and less important relative to other included variables in 
1970 than in i9 6 0. This very simple summary ratio (percentage 
of the population that is nonwhite) vaguely reflects an entire 
cultural complex. While some aspects of the black population 
contribute to inequality, other aspects must have shown 
improvement over 1960-1970. It is possible that various trans­
fer payments, by reducing nonwhite poverty, reduce the ’’power” 
of the nonwhite variable to explain inequality.
Finally, the occupation variable is second in impor­
tance only to median family income in 1970, whereas in i960 it 
was sixth in importance. Also in 1970, this variable is 
significant at the 1 per cent confidence level and the sign is
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as hypothesized. It is noteworthy that the occupation vari­
able takes a greater role in the 1970 model, even though it is 
based on the distribution of income between occupations in 
I960, at which time craft, clerical, and operative workers 
demonstrated the least inequality of income distribution. The 
increased importance of this variable suggests the growing 
relevance of occupational composition on income inequality 
within a region.
To further analyze changes in inequality between I960 
and 1970 it is appropriate to examine relative changes in the 
independent variables. First, the average percentage decrease 
in the Gini ratio of concentration for all 64 parishes was 
2.32. The average reduction in the previous ten-year interval 
(1950-1960) was indicating that the reduction in ine­
quality slowed in the second decade. Insight into factors 
associated with the slowdown in the reduction of inequality is 
gained by comparing average changes (in per cent) for the inde­
pendent variables for all 64 parishes. Analysis of Table V-ll 
reveals that rates of increase were maintained by the Louisi­
ana parishes for median years of education for adults over 25, 
for female participation in the labor force, for percentage of 
the population over 65 years old, for percentage of the labor 
force in manufacturing, and for property income as a fraction 
of total personal income. Thus these factors are not likely 
to produce the observed slowdown in the reduction of inequality. 
However, there were reductions in the rate of increase for two 
variables that are strongly associated with inequality, the
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TABLE V-ll
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN SELECTED 
VARIABLES: LOUISIANA PARISHES 
1950-1960 and 1960-1970
Percentage Percentage
Change Change
Variables 1950 - i960 i960 - 1970
MEDEDUC (x-l) 22.51 2 3 .1 0
PCTFEM (x2 ) 30. 5S 24. S5
RACE (X3) -  1.66 -  7.40
OLDAGE (X4) 17.S9 13.  So
OCCUPA (X5) 40.94 1 1 .9 6
RURALFA (x6) -  65.62 4 .1 5
MFG (X7) 23.72 17.7s
MEDYFAM (Xd) 100.os S 9 .2 9
PROPERT (X9) 2 6 .7 5 2 5 .4 4
GINI (Y) -  3 .S 4 -  2 .6 2
Source: Appendix A.
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occupational index and the level of median family income. The 
average rate of increase for these two variables across all 
Louisiana parishes was less in 1960-1970 than in 1950-1960.
The decline in rural farm population was also slowed in 1960- 
1970, although the impact of outmigration of this category of 
the population on inequality is not clear. Thus the net impact 
of the changes among variables between I960 and 1970 appears to 
be toward a reduction in the rate of diminution of inequality.
Table V-12 reports results of regressing the percentage 
change in the independent variables between i960 and 1970 on 
the percentage change in the Gini ratio over the same period. 
The R-square is very low and is not significant, by the F-test, 
at the 10 per cent confidence level. In fact only one vari­
able, median education, does appear significantly associated 
with changes in inequality between i960 and 1970. The results 
are presented because of their policy implications. The per­
centage change in median years of education received by adults 
over 25 is significant at the 10 per cent level by the t-test 
and is the most important variable in explaining percentage 
changes in inequality, as measured by the beta coefficients.
The regression coefficient is negative, and its value indicates 
that a 1 per cent increase in the median education of adults 
will reduce inequality by .21 per cent.
Comparison and Evaluation of 
Results for 1950 and 1970
The purpose of this section is to compare the 1950 and 
1970 cross-section results and to analyze various aspects of
122
TABLE V-12
PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, PERCENTAGE 
CHANGE IN CONCENTRATION RATIO AND RELATED 
VARIABLES, 1960-1970
Partial Standard Error t for Standardized 
Regression of Regression H : Regression
Variables Coefficients Coefficients B = 0 Coefficients
#A(MEDEDUC - . 2 1 0 .1 1 6 -1.319* -.237
#A(PCTFEM) -.073 .059 -1.235 -.135
# A ( r a c e ) .025 .107 0.235 .033
# A ( o l d a g e ) .007 .064 0.113 .019
$> A(occupa) .030 .076 0.397 .063
# A  (RURALFA)
OO
•1 .009 -0.304 -.041
# A  (MFG) -.041 .033 -1.241 -.235
# A ( m e d y f a m ) -.035 .070 -0.503 -.113
1° A  (PROPERT) .025 .023 0.337 .136
Intercept
Standard error of intercept
= 6.340 
= 5 .2 1 0
Coefficient of determination = .215
F-value = 1.644
* = significant at the 5 per cent level
** = significant at the 1 per cent level
Source: Appendix A.
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the change in inequality over the twenty-year interval. Anal­
ysis of this period should enable the investigator to filter 
out random changes or short-run aberrations in the variables.
A comparison of the two cross-section results reveals that the 
1970 model explains more of the interparish variation in ine­
quality (84 per cent) than does the 1950 model (80 per cent). 
Both R-squares are significant at the 1 per cent level by the 
F-test.
Median family income is the most important variable for 
explaining interparish differences in concentration in both 
the 1950 and 1970 models, as measured by the beta coeffi­
cient. In both years the sign of the regression coefficient 
is negative and significant by the t-test at the 5 per cent 
(in 1950) or the 1 per cent (in 1970) confidence level.
Female participation is also one of the more important 
variables in both 1950 and 1970, as measured by the beta 
coefficients. This variable ranks second in 1950 and third 
in 1970, and is significant at least at the 5 per cent level 
in both cross sections. Furthermore, the sign is positive in 
both years, but the size of the coefficient is reduced from 
31.9 in 1950 to 21.3 in 1970. This means that an increase in 
female participation in the labor force is expected to result 
in a smaller increase in income inequality in 1970 than in 
1950.
The relative importance of employment in manufacturing 
and property income declined over the period 1950 to 1970. 
These variables ranked third and fourth, respectively, in
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1950 and were negatively related to inequality, i.e., increases 
in both manufacturing employment and property income were 
associated with reductions in inequality. In 1970 both vari­
ables were not significant (at the 10 per cent level) and the 
signs of their regression coefficients were positive, a result 
which may be attributed to multicollinearity.
The percentage nonwhite and the occupation variable 
(the percentage of those employed who are classed as clerical, 
craft, or operative workers) becomes important in the 1970 
model. Both were ranked near the bottom in relative impor­
tance by the beta coefficients in the 1950 model. It should 
be noted, however, that in the 1970 model the race variable 
is not significant at the 10 per cent confidence level, so the 
increase in importance is only in terms of the beta coeffi­
cient. The positive sign of the regression coefficient is as 
hypothesized. The occupation variable is significant at the 
1 per cent level and may therefore represent a more important 
change in the factors associated with inequality over the 
interval.
It is interesting to note that the rural farm variable 
fails to demonstrate significance by the t-test or relative 
importance by the beta coefficients in either 1950 or 1970.
The sign of the regression coefficients for the rural farm 
variable is positive in 1950 and I960 but negative in 1970. It 
will be recalled that this variable is the most important 
variable in explaining interparish variation in I960. In the 
perspective of three cross-section studies, the importance of
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the rural farm variable in one year takes on a diminished 
credibility.
Turning from analysis of cross-section data to a con­
sideration of relative changes in the independent variables 
and inequality over the period 1950 to 1970, Table V-13 
reports the results of regressing the percentage changes in 
independent variables on the dependent variable. The R-square 
is low (.479) but is significant at the 1 per cent level by 
the F-test. Two variables are important by both the t-test 
and the beta coefficients: per cent nonwhite and median
family income. The percentage change in the nonwhite popu­
lation is the most important variable (by the beta coeffi­
cient). The sign of the regression coefficient is positive, 
indicating that changes in inequality vary directly with 
changes in the nonwhite population, between 1950 and 1970. 
Increases in median family income are significantly related 
to reductions in inequality over the period. Both race and 
income are significant at the 1 per cent confidence level.
The remaining variables demonstrate much lower significance 
by the t-test.
Income Inequality Among 
Louisiana Parishes, 1950-1970
In this section, attention is transferred from an 
analysis of variables and their relative importance in 
explaining interparish variation in income inequality to an 
investigation of the measure of inequality for the 64 Louisi­
ana parishes over the period 1950-1970. The particular
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TABLE V-13
PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, PERCENTAGE 
CHANGE IN CONCENTRATION RATIO AND RELATED 
VARIABLES, 1950-1970
Partial Standard Error t for Standardized 
Regression of Regression H : Regression
Variables Coefficients Coefficients B = 0 Coefficients
?&A(MEDEDUC) - . 0 0 1 .045 -0.014 . 0 0 2
# A ( p c t f e m ) .029 .025 1.125 .125
9&A(RACE) .2 5 2 .0 6 1 4.156** • 513
$ A(OLDAGE) - . 0 1 2 .035 -0.359 - .057
$> A(OCCUPA) .0 1 6 .031 0.574 . 1 0 6
A (RURALFA) -.014 .055 -0.255 - . 0 2 6
9&A(MFG) -.003 .011 -0.321 - . 0 5 0
96 A (MEDYFAM) -.043 .0 1 6 -2 .6 6 5**- .373
9&A(PR0PERT) .011 .019 0.571 . 0 7 6
Intercept = 3 .7 0 3 6
Standard error of intercept = 5.767
Coefficient of determination = .4767
F-value = 5.509**
* = significant at the 5 per cent level
** = significant at the 1 per cent level 
Source: Appendix A.
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advantage of small-area data sources will become apparent 
in this section. Specifically, such data facilitate investi­
gation of instances of deviation from the general trend, 
thereby giving greater insight to factors associated with 
changes in income inequality, whether such changes are posi­
tive or negative.
The Gini ratio described in Chapter III was used to
compute income inequality for Louisiana’s sixty-four parishes
in 1950, I960, and 1970. Income data were taken from the
a
decennial census reports for Louisiana. The parishes are 
listed alphabetically with their associated Gini ratios in 
Appendix B. Table V-14 indicates relative rank of inequality 
for Louisiana's parishes for each year considered, so that 
changes in rank order can be examined. Tables V-15, V-l6, and 
V-17 rank the parishes by value of the Gini measure for each 
of the three years.
The average inequality measure for all sixty-four 
parishes in 1950 was .4579. The range of income inequality 
was from . 3GB7 to .5744. The parish with the lowest measure 
of inequality in 1950 is St. John the Baptist Parish. The 
parish with the highest measure of inequality in 1950 is 
Tensas, located in the Northeast section of the state in a 
heavily agricultural area.
In I960, the range of inequality was from .29^7 to 
.5273. St. Bernard Parish, a fast-growing suburb of New
Data sources and computational procedures are dis­
cussed in Appendix B.
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TABLE V-14
ALPHABETICAL LIST OF LOUISIANA 
PARISHES WITH RANK ORDER OF GINI 
RATIO, 1950, I960 AND 1970
1950 I960 1970
Parish Rank Rank Rank
Acadia 41 4 6 41
Allen 26 22 36
Ascension 2l 14 15Assumption 3S 44 23
Avoyelles 14 53 3d
Beauregard 6 28 22
Bienville 24 59
Bosser 11 6 6
Caddo 35 30 28
Calcasieu 5 5 14
Caldwell 34 49 37Cameron 18 24 3
Catahoula 36 50 54
Claiborne 48 43 44
Concordia 60 31 47
De Soto 56 35 50
East Baton Rouge 2.5 9 17
East Carroll 63 60 64
East Feliciana 62 47 45
Evangeline 50 52 57
Franklin 49 61 59
Grant 1 6 11 16
Iberia 25 27 20
Iberville 31 3d 49
Jackson 2.5 12 30
Jefferson 4 2 4
Jefferson Davis 55 32 40
Lafayette 42 35
La Fourche 7 16 12
La Salle 9 8 21
TABLE V-14 (CONTINUED)
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1950 I960 1970
Parish Rank Rank Rank
Lincoln 57 37 52
Livingston 22 15 11
Madison 52 62 63
Morehouse 37 32
Natchitoches 61 43 62
Orleans 15 36 55
Ouachita 32.5 23 29
Plaquemines 10 4 2
Pointe Coupee 54 55 39
Rapides 32.5 20 27
Red River 47 LZ 43
Richland 53 63 46
Sabine 40 54 42
St. Bernard 17 1 1
St. Charles 20 3 5
St. Helena 53 57 51
St. James 30 19 3.5
St. John the Baptist 1 7 10
St. Landry 51 53 56
St. Martin 43 45 31
St. Mary 19 13 13
St. Tammany 
Tangipahoa
27
44
40
33 p
Tensas 6 4 6 4 60
Terrebonne 12 10 3.5
Union 13 25 19
Vermilion 59 3? 34
V ernon 4 6 26 7
Washington 29 21 26
Webster 3 17 1 6
West Baton Rouge 23 29 33
West Carroll 45
West Feliciana 39 56 61
Winn 21 13 53
Source: Appendix B
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TABLE V-15
RANK ORDER OF GINI RATIOS OF
INCOME INEQUALITY, 1950
Parish Gini Parish Gini
St. John the Baptist 
Jackson
East Baton Rouge
Jefferson
Calcasieu
. 3387 
.3937 
.3937 
. 3953 
.4 0 0 6
Rapides
Caldwell
Caddo
Catahoula
Morehouse
.4560
.4575
.4539
.4591
.4 6OO
Beauregard 
La Fourche 
Webster 
La Salle 
Plaquemines
.405S
.4125
.4 1 2 6
.4 1 6 1
.41*7
Assumption 
West Feliciana 
Sabine 
Acadia 
Lafayette
.4633 
.4649 
. 4668  
.4677 
.4691
Bossier
Terrebonne
Union
Avoyelles
Orleans
.4224
.4261
.4279
.4302
.4310
St. Martin 
Tangipohoa 
West Carroll 
Union 
Red River
.4697
.4706
.4752
.4775
.4738
Grant
St. Bernard 
Cameron 
St. Mary 
St. Charles
.4322
.4323
.4330
.435$
.4363
Claiborne 
Franklin 
Evangeline 
St. Landry 
Madison
. 4304 
.4317 
.4331 
.4350 
.4379
Winn
Livingston
Ascension
Bienville
Iberia
.43#6
.4403
.44ia
. 4 4 2 4
.4430
St. Helena 
Pointe Coupee 
Jeff Davis 
De Soto 
Lincoln
.4388
.4913
.4915
.4971
.5005
Allen
St. Tammany 
West Baton Rouge 
Washington 
St. James
.4447 
.4457 
. 4480
.4513
.4537
Richland 
Vermilion 
Concordia 
Natchitoches 
East Feliciana
.5013
.5049
.5182
.5139
.5421
Iberville
Ouachita
.4539
.4560
East Carroll 
Tensas
.5614
.5744
Source: Appendix B.
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TABLE V-l6
RANK ORDER OF GINI RATIOS OF
INCOME INEQUALITY, I960
Parish Gini Parish Gini
St. Bernard .2937 Tangipahoa . 4408
J efferson .3527 Lafayette . 4 4 2 8
St. Charles . 3666 De Soto .4433
Plaquemines .3673 Orleans . 4434
Calcasieu .3723 Lincoln .4473
Bossier .3302 Iberville .4507
St. John the Baptist .3326 Vermilion .4523
La Salle St. Tammany .4457
East Baton Rouge .3366 Morehouse .4580
Terrebonne .3375 Red River .4581
Grant .4013 Claiborne • l |rU D /|'
Jackson .4033 Assumption .4 6 6 8
Winn . 4040 St. Martin .4680
Ascension .4083 Acadia .4 6 8 8
Livingston .4099 East Feliciana .4703
La Fourche .4113 Natchitoches .4730
Webster .4119 Caldwell •4752
St. Mary .4136 Catahoula .4802
St. James .4133 West Carroll .4804
Rapides .4139 Evangeline .4829
Washington .4132 Avoyelles .4861
Allen .4202 Sabine .4 8 8 0
Ouachita .4224 Pointe Coupee .4883
Cameron .4231 West Feliciana . 4  883
Union . 4 2 4 4 St. Helena .4996
Vernon .4245 St. Landry .5028
Iberia .4260 Bienville .5034
Beauregard .4312 East Carroll .5040
West Baton Rouge .4323 Franklin .5097
Caddo .4351 Madison .5185
Concordia .4363 Richland .5231
Jeff Davis .4375 Tensas .5273
Source: Appendix B.
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TABLE V-17
RANK ORDER OF GINI RATIOS OF
INCOME INEQUALITY, 1970
Parish Gini Parish Gini
St. Bernard 
Plaquemines 
Cameron 
J ef f erson 
St. Charles
.3170
.3457
.3462
.3547
.3570
West Baton Rouge
Vermilion
Lafayette
Allen
Caldwell
• 4332 
.4364 
.4366 
.4370 
*43*4
Bossier 
Vernon 
St. James 
Terrebonne
St. John the Baptist
.3596 
.3641 
.36 S5 
.3635 
.3637
Avoyelles 
Pointe Coupee 
Jeff Davis 
Acadia 
Sabine
.4411
.4417
.4430
.4454
.4 4 6 2
Livingston 
La Fourche 
St. Mary 
Calcasieu 
Ascension
.3713
.37**
.3*06
.3*1*
.3*43
Red River 
Claiborne 
East Feliciana 
Richland 
Concordia
.44*7
.4495
.4509
.4559
.456$
Webster
East Baton Rouge
Grant
Union
Iberia
.3*54
.3902
.4 0 3 6
.40**
.40*9
Tangipahoa 
Iberville 
De Soto 
St. Helena 
Lincoln
.45*3 
• 4604 
.4620
.4 6 4 3  
. 4 6 4 4
La Salle 
Beauregard 
Assumption 
St. Tammany 
Bienville
.4102
.4106
.4124
.4143
.4144
Winn
Catahoula 
Orleans 
St. Landry 
Evangeline
.4 6 6 1
.4 6 6 7
.4697
.4727
.4732
Washington
Rapides
Caddo
Ouachita
Jackson
.4153
.417*
.4195
.4231
.4237
West Carroll
Franklin
Tensas
West Feliciana 
Natchitoches
.4739
.491*
.4994
.5066
.5074
St. Martin 
Morehouse
.4310
.4313
Madison 
East Carroll
.51**
.5361
Source: Appendix B.
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Orleans, produced the lowest measure of inequality and Tensas 
retained its position as the area with greatest inequality.
The five parishes with the highest measure of inequality in 
I960 are contiguous or coterminous in the Northeast section of 
the state.
St. Bernard Parish maintained its rank as the parish 
with least inequality in 1970, although the parish’s measure 
of inequality increased from i960 to 1970 from .29&7 to .3170. 
The Northeast part of the state continued to be characterized 
by relatively high inequality, with Madison and East Carroll 
parishes replacing Richland and Tensas as the two with the 
highest Gini ratios. Although there was an upward shift in 
the extremes of inequality (both the lowest and highest 
parishes demonstrated higher inequality for 1970 than I960), 
the average for the 64 parishes declined from .4400 in I960
to .4 2 6 9 in 1970.
Although there was a reduction in inequality across 
Louisiana parishes between 1950 and I960, there were important 
deviations from this general trend. Inequality actually 
increased in Id of the 64 parishes. (The Id parishes and 
associated percentage increases in income inequality are 
shown in Table V-ld). Thus, on a parish basis, 2d per cent 
of the total had increases in income inequality.^ These Id
^Data for the 4# coterminous states plus the District 
of Columbia over the same time interval reveal only one 
instance of an increase in inequality. See Al-Samarrie and 
Miller, "State Differentials in Income Concentration," p. 6 4 . 
Thus state data preclude analysis of factors concomitant with 
increases in inequality.
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TABLE V-13
LOUISIANA PARISHES AND PERCENTAGE 
INCREASE IN INCOME INEQUALITY, 1950-1960
Percentage 
Parish Increase
Bienville 13.79
Avoyelles 12.99
Madison 6.27
Beauregard 6 .2 6
Franklin 5.31
West Feliciana 5.14
Catahoula 4.60
Sabine 4.54
Richland 4.35
Caldwell 3.37
St. Landry 3.67
Orleans 2.33
Jackson 2.57
St. Helena 2.21
St. Tammany 1.75
West Carroll 1.09
Assumption 0.76
Acadia 0.24
Source: Appendix B
parishes had a slightly higher than average measure for ine­
quality in 1950 (.45^2 vs. the average of .4579 for the 64  
parishes), but a much higher-than-average measure in i960  
(.4791 vs. the overall average of .4400). Four of the 1# 
parishes (Avoyelles, Beauregard, Orleans and Jackson) were 
among those 15 parishes with least inequality in 1950. Four 
others (Madison, Richland, St. Landry and St. Helena) were 
among the fifteen parishes with highest inequality in 1950 
and, of course, moved even higher in the ranking for i9 6 0. 
(Refer to Tables V-15 and V-l6 for the rank order of Parish 
inequality in 1950 and I960.) Table V-19 indicates factors 
that are associated with increases in inequality between 1950 
and I960. First, note that the nonwhite population increased 
in the 1& parishes, while the variable decreased for the state 
as a whole. The increase in the fraction of the population 
over age 65 exceeded the state*s increase. The percentage 
increase in median family income was, as expected, less than 
the percentage increase for the 64 parishes.
The increased inequality for these 1& parishes con­
comitant with (1) a faster than average increase in property 
income, (2) a rise in the proportion of the population that 
is nonwhite, (3) a below average increase in the percentage 
employed in manufacturing industries, and (4) below average 
increases in median family income is certainly consistent 
with the results of the income inequality model. In terms of 
the model, the only forces working to reduce income inequality 
in these parish'es are (1) above average movement out of the
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TABLE V-19
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN CONCENTRATION RATIO 
AND RELATED VARIABLES FOR ALL PARISHES AND 
PARISHES WITH INCREASED INEQUALITY, 1950-1960
Variables
Percentage 
Change for 
IB Parishes 
1950- 1960*
Percentage 
Change for 
64 Parishes 
1950-1960
MEDEDUC (xx ) 1 7 .1 5 2 2 .5 1
PCTFEM (x2) 3 6 .2 2 3 0 .5 6
RACE (x3 ) 5 .9 1 -  1 .6 6
OLDAGE ( V 2 7 .7 0 1 7 .6 9
OCCUPA (X5) 5 7 .2 7 4 0 .9 4
RURALFA (x6) - 5 2 . 1 7 -  6 5 .6 2
MFG (X7 ) 2 6 .3 0 2 3 .7 2
MEDYFAM (Xg) 6 4 .6 7 1 0 0 .0 8
PROPERT (X9 ) 3 4 .6 0 26 .75
GINI (Y) 4 .6 0 -  3 . 8 4
* Refers to those 18 parishes that demonstrated 
increased income inequality over the period
1950- 1960 .
Source: Appendix A.
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rural farm classification and (2) the above average movement 
Into occupations characterized by low income inequality.
Between i960 and 1970 there were 23 parishes where ine­
quality increased over the interval. These parishes are shown 
in Table V-20. This compares with an increase in inequality 
for only 18 parishes in the 1950-1960 period. Only four of 
the 23 parishes that showed increased inequality in 1960-1970 
also had increases in 1950-1960.
Data in Table V-21 reveal that those parishes with 
increased concentration (1960-1970) exhibited (1) below 
average increases in median years of education for adults over 
25, (2) below average reduction in nonwhite population, (3) 
above average increases in percentage sixty-five and older,
(4) below average increases in the percentage classed as 
clerical, craft, or operative workers, (5) above average 
increases in the percentage rural farm, and (6) below average 
increases in median family income. The fact that female 
participation and the share of property income to total 
personal income increased more slowly for the 23 parishes with 
increased inequality than for all 64 parishes indicates that 
if these variables are positively associated with inequality, 
the relationship is not strong or important in causing 
increases in inequality between i960 and 1970.
Although the overall tendency was toward a decline in 
inequality among Louisiana parishes, there were 10 parishes 
that showed increased inequality from 1950 to 1970. These 
parishes are shown in Table V-22. Four of the ten parishes
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TABLE V-20
LOUISIANA PARISHES AND PERCENTAGE 
INCREASE IN INCOME INEQUALITY, 1960-1970
Parish
Percentage
Increase
Winn 15.37
Natchitoches 7.27
La Salle 6.96
East Carroll 6.37
St. Bernard 6.13
Orleans 5.93
Jackson 4.93
Concordia 4.70
Tangipahoa 4.54
De Soto 4.22
Allen 4.00
Lincoln 3 .6 2
West Feliciana 3.64
Calcasieu 2.41
Iberville 2.15
Jefferson Davis 1 .2 6
Rapides .94
East Baton Rouge .93
Jefferson .57
Grant .57
West Baton Route .21
Ouachita •x7Madison .06
Source: Appendix B.
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TABLE V-21
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN CONCENTRATION RATIO 
AND RELATED VARIABLES FOR ALL PARISHES AND 
PARISHES WITH INCREASED INEQUALITY, 1960-70
Variables
Percentage 
Change for 
23 Parishes 
1960-1970*
Percentage 
Change for 
64 Parishes 
1960-1970
MEDEDUC (xx) 19-23 23.10
PCTFEM (x2) 19.72 24.65
RACE (x3) - 6 .1 6 - 7.40
OLDAGE ( V 15.36 13.60
OCCUPA (X5) S.51 11.96
RURALFA (X6) 10.76 4.15
MFG (x7) 5.13 17.76
MEDYFAM (xa) 79.40 39.29
PROPERT (X9) 20.75 25.44
GINI (Y) 3.79 - 2.32
* Refers to those 23 parishes which demonstrate 
increased income inequality over the period 
I960 to 1970.
Source: Appendix A
TABLE V-22
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN GINI 
RATIOS FOR SELECTED PARISHES
Parish
Percentage 
Change in 
Gini Ratio 
1950-1960
Percentage 
Change in 
Gini Ratio 
1960-1970
Percentage 
Change in 
Gini Ratio 
1950-1960
Avoyelles 12.99 - 9 .2 6 2.53
Beauregard 6 .2 6 - 4.78 1 .1 8
Catahoula 4.60 - 2 .8 1 1.66
Franklin 5.81 - 3.51 2.10
Iberville - 0.71 2.15 1.43
Jackson 2.57 4.93 7 .6 2
Madison 6.27 .05 6.33
Orleans 2.83 5.93 8 .9S
West Feliciana 5.14 3.64 3.97
Winn - 7.89 15.37 6.27
Source: Appendix A.
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(Jackson, Madison, Orleans, and West Feliciana) showed 
increases in both decades, i.e. 1950-1960 and 1960-1970. Of 
the six remaining, four showed increases in inequality in 
1950-1960 that outweighed decreases in 1960-1970. Two (Iber­
ville and Winn) showed decreased inequality between 1950 and 
I960, but larger increases in 1960-1970.
Analysis of Table V-23 reveals that among those 
parishes for which there was an increase in inequality there 
was (1) a smaller increase in median education, (2) a larger 
increase in female participation, (3) an increase in the 
fraction of the population that is nonwhite (in contrast to 
the decrease which took place in the state as a whole), (4) 
a slower increase in median family income, and (5) a faster 
increase in property income than that experienced by other 
parishes. These are factors which, based on both theory and 
empirical evidence reported above, would be expected to 
increase inequality. The above average increase in the occu­
pation variable and the per cent employed in manufacturing 
appear to be offsetting factors which should reduce the 
tendency toward increased inequality.
Additional insight into income inequality among 
Louisiana parishes is afforded by an examination of the 
regression residuals, i.e., the difference between the 
observed value of the inequality measure and the value pre­
dicted for each parish by the inequality model. The observed 
value, the predicted value, and the residual for the ten 
parishes with the largest residuals using 1950 data are shown 
in Table V-24.
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TABLE V-23
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN CONCENTRATION 
RATIO AND RELATED VARIABLES FOR ALL 
PARISHES AND PARISHES WITH INCREASED 
INEQUALITY, 1960-1970
Variables
Percentage 
Change for 
Ten Parishes 
1950-1970*
Percentage 
Change for 
64 Parishes 
1950-1970
MEDEDUC (xx ) 44.76 51.11
PCTFEM (x2 ) 75.56 63* 1 1
RACE (x3 ) 4.36 - 3.93
OLDAGE <v 43.05 34.96
OCCUPA (X5) 63.55 56.32
RURALFA (X6 ) - 63.34 - 72.10
MFG (X7 ) 70.12 53.14
MEDYFAM (Xg) 254.26 273.25
PROPERT (X9) 65.01 57.96
GINI (Y) 4-71 - 6.73
*Refers to those ten parishes which demonstrate 
increased income inequality over the period 1950 
to 1970.
Source: Appendix A.
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TABLE V-24
TEN PARISHES WITH LARGEST 
REGRESSION RESIDUALS, 1950
Parish Observed Predicted Residual
Avoyelles .4302 .4746 — .0444
East Feliciana .5421 .5010 .0411
Tangipahoa .4706 .5033 -.0377
Tensas .5744 .5376 .0363
Lincoln .5005 .4639 .0316
Beauregard .4053 .4356 -.0293
Red River .4733 .5034 -.0296
East Carroll .5 6 1 4 .5343 .0 2 6 6
Catahoula .4591 .4347 -.0256
Grant .4322 .4562 .0240
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Avoyelles Parish, which has one of the lowest measures 
of inequality in 1950, produces the largest residual. In view 
of the low median family income, the low percentage employed 
in manufacturing, a low occupational index, and a high frac­
tion of the population classified as rural farm, one is tempted 
to cite the low inequality measure as an error in the original 
data. The I960 measure of inequality is much higher (both 
absolutely and relative to other parishes) than the 1950 
measure for Avoyelles Parish. Furthermore, St. Landry Parish, 
which is contiguous to Avoyelles and has a similar economic 
structure, is one of the parishes best explained by the model, 
in terms of the size of the residual.
The case of Beauregard Parish is much like that of 
Avoyelles, for none of the factors specified in the model 
indicate the likelihood of a low inequality measure. Further­
more, Beauregard experienced a rather large absolute and 
relative increase in inequality between 1950 and I9 6 0 , indi­
cating the possibility of problems in the 1950 data which 
caused a lower measure of income inequality than warranted.
It is tempting to ascribe the large residual for 
Lincoln Parish to the fact that a college is present in that 
parish. However, in 1950 the college population constituted 
a small proportion of the total. Also, use of family income 
data eliminates the possibility of excessive bias in the 
data. Finally, with the possible exception of Natchitoches, 
other parishes in which colleges are located show no unusual 
results.
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In an analysis of the residuals, it is also appro­
priate to consider those parishes which the model seems to 
fit well. Of the ten parishes which the model predicts 
most accurately (the ten are shown in Table V-25), five are 
characterized by a large urban population. Specifically,
St. Landry includes Opelousas; Caddo includes Shreveport;
East Baton Rouge includes the city of Baton Rouge; Jefferson
includes a large part of the New Orleans area, such as
Gretna, Kenner, and Metairie; and Lafayette includes the 
city of the same name. Only Winn, Union, DeSoto, and Con­
cordia fail to include a major urban area.
An analysis of the ten largest residuals for the 
I960 model (shown in Table V-26) indicates that, among those 
parishes which the model explains poorly, two were in the 
immediate New Orleans area— St. Bernard and St. Tammany. St. 
Bernard’s inequality is the lowest in the state in I960, and 
the actual value is much below the predicted level. St. 
Tammany’s measure of inequality is higher than predicted.
St. John the Baptist Parish, located on the Missis- 
ippi River between Baton Rouge and New Orleans, was the
scene of a great deal of construction work in i9 6 0, and the
presence of temporary residents might affect the results of 
the model.
The remainder of the parishes— Sabine, Bienville,
Grant, DeSoto, Cameron, and Winn— are heavily rural. All 
but Cameron are in the Northwest part of the state. However, 
the predicted value is less than the observed for Sabine and
TABLE V-25
TEN PARISHES WITH SMALLEST
REGRESSION RESIDUALS, 1950
Parish Observed Predicted Residual
St. Landry .4850 .4352 .0002
Winn .43^6 .4379 .0007
Union .4279 .4262 .0017
Caddo .4539 .4 6 0 6 -.0017
East Baton Rouge .3937 .3912 .0025
DeSoto .4971 .4936 .0035
Ouachita .4560 .4524 .0036
J efferson .3953 .3922 .0036
Lafayette .4691 .4730 -.0039
Concordia .5132 .5139 .0043
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TABLE V-26
TEN PARISHES WITH LARGEST 
REGRESSION RESIDUALS, I960
Parish
Observed
Value
Predicted
Value
Residual
Value
Sabine . 4550 .4353 .0527
Bienville .5034 .4617 .0416
Grant .4013 .4361 -.0345
St. Bernard .2937 .3330 -.0343
DeSoto .4433 .475^ -.0325
Cameron .4231 .3930 .0301
St. John the Baptist .3626 .4105 -.0257
Winn .4535 .4279 -.0276
St. Tammany- . 4040 .4316 .0236
West Feliciana .4553 .4650 .0203
14$
Bienville, but greater than the observed for Grant, Winn, 
and DeGoto. It is interesting that parishes in such close 
proximity would present such wide differences in either 
direction from the actual measure of inequality. Such 
divergence suggests that the model fails to consider a key 
factor in the determination of the measure of inequality 
for these particular parishes.
Table V-27 reveals that the two parishes which the 
model predict best are in the Northern section of the state 
and, on the surface at least, might appear to share some 
characteristics with Bienville, Grant, DeSoto, and Winn. 
Webster and Jackson, the parishes with the lowest resid­
uals, are similar in that the economy of both depends on 
large manufacturing plants. Jackson Parish’s economy is 
strongly connected to the Continental Can plant at Hodge. 
Webster's economy is dependent to a large extent on the 
International Paper Co. plant at Springhill and the Muni­
tions Plant near Minden. Webster and Jackson differ from 
the four Northern parishes that have large residuals in the 
categories of median family income and manufacturing, 
categories in which Webster and Jackson show a higher level 
of development.
Examination of the residuals for the 1970 nine- 
variable model in Table V-2# reveals that Bienville, Cameron, 
and Winn remain in the list of parishes with the largest 
residuals. For Cameron and Bienville, the model predicts a 
lower level than the actual in I9 6 0, but too high a level in
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TABLE V-27
TEN PARISHES WITH SMALLEST 
REGRESSION RESIDUALS, I960
Parish
Observed
Value
Predicted
Value
Residual
Value
Webster .4119 .4 1 2 6 -.0007
Jackson .4038 .4045 -.0007
La Salle .3835 .3 8 4 6 - . 0 0 1 1
St. Mary .4136 .4124 .0 0 1 2
Plaquemine .3678 .3 6 6 4 .0014
Jefferson Davis .4375 .4390 -.0015
West Baton Rouge .4323 .4338 -.0015
Calcasieu .3728 .3750 -.0022
Livingston .4099 -4121 -.0022
Iberville .4507 .4540 -.0033
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TABLE V-23
TEN PARISHES WITH LARGEST 
REGRESSION RESIDUALS, 1970
Parish
Observed
Value
Predicted
Value
Residual
Value
Cameron .3462 .3325 - .0 3 6 3
Bossier .3596 .3956 -.0360
St. Helena .4643 .4999 -.0356
West Carroll .4739 .4334 .0355
Orleans .4697 .4354 .0343
Bienville .4144 .4465 .0321
Winn .4661 .4342 .0319
Vernon .3641 .3949 -.030S
West Baton Rouge .4332 .4043 .0234
Natchitoches .5074 .4794 .0280
1970. Cameron and Bienville showed the largest percentage 
reductions in inequality between I960 and 1970 (lB.2 and 
17.7 per cent, respectively). In the case of Winn, the model 
predicts a higher level than observed in i960 and a lower 
level than observed in 1970. Between I960 and 1970 the Gini 
ratio increased by 15 per cent in Winn and was the third 
largest absolute change for the interval. The model was 
correct in predicting changes in direction, i.e., an increase 
for Winn and a decrease for Bienville and Cameron. The large 
residual for Vernon Parish may be attributed to activity at 
Fort Polk near Leesville. Data for this parish do not seem 
to be affected by the military installation in 1950 and in 
I960, but activity associated with the Viet Nam buildup may 
have affected some of the independent variables. (It is 
interesting to note that median family income for Vernon 
Parish increased 131 per cent between i960 and 1970, the 
largest increase in the state over that interval.) Other 
parishes with large residuals include Orleans and Bossier.
The model predicted Bossier's inequality to be higher than 
observed, but inequality in Orleans was predicted to be lower 
than observed. A similar pattern was observed in I960, but 
the divergence between predicted and observed values was not 
so great.
Two of the ten parishes best explained by the 1970 
model, using residual size as the criterion, were among those 
ten parishes best explained in i9 6 0. (Those parishes with 
the smallest regression residuals are shown in Table V-29.)
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TABLE V-29
TEN PARISHES WITH SMALLEST 
REGRESSION RESIDUALS, 1970
Parish
Observed
Value
Predicted
Value
Residual
Value
Ascension .3343 .3344 -.0001
Gaddo .4195 .4193 .0002
Jefferson .3547 .3539 .0003
Tangipahoa .4533 .4592 -.0009
La Fourche .3733 .3777 .0011
Calcasieu .3313 .3330 -.0012
Livingston .3713 .3 6 9 6 .0017
Ouachita .4231 .4253 -.0022
East Baton Rouge .3902 .3330 .0022
Evangeline .4732 .4709 .0023
Calcasieu includes Lake Charles and is characterized by rela­
tively low income inequality. Livingston is east of Baton 
Rouge and also exhibits a low measure of inequality, relative 
to other parishes. Caddo, Jefferson, Ouachita, and East Baton 
Rouge parishes are among those parishes with smallest resid­
uals in 1950 and 1970. The urban areas appear to fit the con­
straints of the model better than heavily rural areas.
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FIGURE V-l: MAP OF LOUISIANA
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CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
The purpose of this study has been to investigate 
factors associated with the inequality of income distribu­
tion. A model has been proposed and tested using data for 
Louisiana's sixty-four parishes in three decennial periods: 
1950, i960 and 1970. Analysis has focused on a compara­
tive analysis of interparish variation in income inequality 
and on changes in parish concentration ratios and related 
variables between 1950 and 1970.
Results of the Cross-Section Analysis
Nine hypotheses were offered to explain parish-to- 
parish variation in income concentration. These hypotheses 
were tested by using a linear, single-equation regression 
model. Only three variables (median years education, 
female participation, and median family income) generate 
regression coefficients with the same sign in each of the 
three cross sections. Median years education and median 
family income are negatively related, and the female partic­
ipation rate is positively related, to income inequality in 
each of the three cross sections.
Four variables are significantly associated with
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interparish income inequality in two of the three cross 
sections. Female participation, fraction of the labor force 
in manufacturing industry, median family income, and prop­
erty income are significant, by the t-test, at either the 1 
per cent or 5 per cent level. Two of these four variables, 
female participation and median family income, are signifi­
cant in 1950 and 1970, and the remaining two variables, 
manufacturing employment and property income, are signifi­
cant in 1950 and i9 6 0. Four other variables (median years 
education for adults over twenty-five, the percentage non­
white, the occupational variable, and the percentage of the 
population that is rural farm) demonstrate significance at 
either the 1 per cent or 5 per cent level in only one of 
the three cross sections using all nine variables. The per­
centage of the population that is sixty-five years old and 
over is not significant in any of the three cross sections.
No variable is significant in each of the three cross sec­
tions using nine variables.
Two variables, median family income and median years 
of education, rank consistently high in each of the nine 
variable models, according to the beta coefficient. Median 
family income is first in importance in both 1950 and 1970, 
and is second in importance (to the rural farm variable) in 
i9 6 0 . Median education is fifth in importance in 1950 and 
1970, and ranks fourth in i9 6 0 . As hypothesized, the regres­
sion coefficients for both education and income have negative 
signs in each of the three cross sections. The variables for
female participation and race are somewhat less consistent, 
according to the beta values. Female participation ranks 
second in 1950 and third in 1970, but falls to ninth place 
in I960. The fraction nonwhite is third in I960 and fourth 
in 1970, but ranks ninth in 1950. The remaining variables 
demonstrate even less stability. For example, the rural 
farm population ranks first in importance in i960 but is 
not in the top five in any other year. The occupation var­
iable ranks second in 1970 but is not in the top five in 
1950 or i9 6 0. Manufacturing employment ranks third in 1950 
but ranks much lower in the following cross sections.
Comparison of the beta values over three cross sec­
tions yields somewhat optimistic conclusions regarding the 
possibility of further reductions in income inequality. 
Because median family income and education are consistently, 
negatively related to interparish inequality, increases in 
these two variables should be conducive to reduced inequal­
ity. The education variable is not as significant as the 
income variable. Nevertheless, its consistency of direction 
indicates that, with increased educational attainment, 
inequality can be expected to decline. The property income 
variable demonstrates reduced importance, by both the beta 
values and the t-test, over the three decades, in spite of 
the increase in property income as a fraction of total 
personal income. Finally, there is some evidence that race 
is less important in determining income inequality, at least 
over the period I960 to 1970. The fraction nonwhite is less
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important in determining income inequality, by both the beta 
coefficient and the t-test, in 1970 than in i9 6 0 . Perhaps a 
combination of the out-migration trend will diminish even 
further the importance of the race variable. At any rate, the 
drive toward social and economic equality for nonwhites should 
lead to further reductions in the relative importance of the 
racial composition variable.
It is probable that, with declines in the role of 
property income, race, and the rural farm population, more 
of the variation in income inequality could be explained by 
the level of median family income and education. Since eco­
nomic development and education are more susceptible to control 
by public authorities than other variables, this suggests a 
continuing role for traditional public policies in influencing 
the distribution of income.
Results of Analysis of Changes 
in Variables, 1950-1970
In order to focus on changes in both inequality and 
the related socioeconomic variables, the rates of change in 
independent variables were regressed on the rates of change 
in income concentration for each of three different periods: 
1950 to I960, I960 to 1970, and 1950 to 1970. Unlike the 
results revealed in the cross-section analysis, there was a 
relatively low degree of association between the change in 
the concentration ratio and the corresponding changes in the 
explanatory variables. The largest coefficient of determina­
tion (.527) was for the interval 1950 to I960. Nevertheless, 
comparison of the relative importance of the variables in
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each of the three periods reveals important insight into the 
socioeconomic variables associated with changes in income 
inequality over time, and thus supplements cross-section 
results.
First, the income variable (in this case, the increase 
in median family income) is significantly associated with 
reductions in inequality at the 1 per cent level in the inter­
vals 1950 to I960 and 1950 to 1970. It is ranked highest in 
importance by the beta coefficient in 1950 to i960 and second 
in 1950 to 1970. The sign of the regression coefficient is 
negative for each of the three intervals.
Secondly, comparison of all three intervals reveals 
that relative change in the percentage of the total popula­
tion that is nonwhite is another important variable in 
explaining changes in income concentration over time. Rela­
tive change in racial composition is significant at the 5 per 
cent level in 1950 to i9 6 0, and at the 1 per cent level in 
1950 to 1970. The sign of the regression coefficient, in all 
three intervals, is positive, as hypothesized. As measured 
by the beta coefficients, the change in the fraction of the 
population that is nonwhite is second in importance in 1950 to 
I960, and first in 1950 to 1970. These results corroborate the 
results of the cross-section analysis, which indicates that race 
is becoming relatively less important as a factor in determining 
inequality of income distribution. Race proves to be less 
significant in the interval i960 to 1970 than in 1950 to i9 6 0.
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Therefore the significance in the interval 1950 to 1970 can 
be explained by the relation in the first half of the twenty- 
year interval rather than that in the second half. For 
fifty-one of the sixty-four parishes, the nonwhite population 
accounted for a smaller fraction of the total population in 
1970 than in 1950. Continuation of this trend should produce 
a reduction in the parish-to-parish variation in income 
inequality. Even in the absence of such movement, data for 
the period 1950 to 1970 indicate that racial composition will 
be of reduced importance in explaining interparish differ­
ences in the Gini ratio.
Finally, analysis of relative change in the variables 
for all three periods reveals that increases in the median 
years of education will be important in explaining differ­
ences in inequality among Louisiana parishes. Over the inter­
val I960 to 1970, change in median years of education is the 
only variable significantly associated with changes in the 
Gini ratio. Change in median education is also the most 
important variable in explaining changes in inequality, for 
it has the largest beta coefficient over the interval i960 to 
1970. The sign of the regression coefficient is negative, as 
hypothesized, indicating that increases in median years of 
education are associated with decreases in income inequality. 
This result supplements the conclusion derived from the cross- 
section analysis— namely, that education is consistently and 
importantly related to reductions in income inequality.
Suggestions for Future Research
The analytical device used in this study, single 
equation regression analysis, has been shown to yield inter­
esting and useful insight into the distribution process.
The method has been particularly useful in an analysis of 
change in the relative importance of independent variables 
over time. Such studies are useful in directing attention 
to factors that demonstrate increased significance in the 
distribution process. For example, the race variable used 
in this study reflects a complex of cultural conditions.
Future research should concentrate on determining specific 
characteristics of the nonwhite population that contribute 
to the reduced significance of the race variable in explain­
ing income inequality over time. Specifically, attention 
might be directed to black education, relative economic 
status, and transfer payments as variables which are likely 
to be closely associated with changes in inequality.
Additional research into the relationship between 
education and income distribution also appears justifiable 
in view of the ambiguous nature of education. Specifically, 
the level of schooling may not be as important as other 
factors that are closely associated with education (such as 
measures of skill or ability, parental generosity, or socio­
economic backgrounds of students) in explaining variations 
in interparish inequality. The use of simultaneous equation 
models should supplement the conclusions derived from single 
equation regressions, and thus perhaps provide greater insight
to the distribution process.
Future research should also be devoted to an analysis 
of the importance of variables not included in this study, 
but which may be of interest to those responsible for formu­
lating policy. The impact on the distribution of income of 
business cycles, landownership patterns, wealth distribu­
tions, and entrepreneurial incomes merit special attention.
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, there is a 
need for the development of more appropriate measures of 
income inequality. The Gini measure is somewhat ambiguous 
as a summary statistic because the same Gini ratio may 
result from two different distributions, providing both have 
an equal area between the diagonal and Lorenz curve. This 
ambiguity detracts from the validity of a comparative static 
analysis of income inequality.
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TABLE A - 1
PARISH VALUES OF THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES, 1950
PARISH MEDEDUC PCTFEM RACE OLDAGE OCCUPA
Acad la 5.4 17.5 19.1 5.8 26. 5
All en 6. 9 17.7 24. 2 6.4 37 . 8
As censIon 6.2 17 . 5 35.4 7.7 35. 7
AssumptIon 4.2 14. 1 41. 8 8. 1 27.8
Avoyelles 6.1 13.2 26. 1 7.1 19. 7
Beaure gard 7.6 16.2 17.0 7.8 36.4
B ienv111e 7.2 17.0 49. 2 8.8 24.7
Boss ier 8.9 23.2 34. 7 5.1 36.4
Caddo 9. 3 33.6 37. 6 6.8 39.4
Calcasleu 8. 1 23.5 23.0 4. 9 46.8
Caldwel1 7.4 12.6 28. 5 8.6 26.5
Cameron 5.8 10. 3 9. 3 6.0 39. 3
Ca tahoula 6. 3 14.3 35.1 7.7 15. 9
Cla iborne 7.6 19.7 51. 7 7.9 30. 0
Concordia 6.1 24.1 59. 3 7.9 23.3
De Soto 6.3 20.6 56. 6 9.6 24.2
East Baton Rouge 9.8 30.1 33.1 4.7 45.3
East Carroll 5.4 22.2 61.1 8.1 15.6
East Feliciana 6.2 19. 9 58. 2 10. 7 21.6
Evange1 ine 4.4 13.4 23. 9 4.8 23. 0
Franklin 6.2 13. 9 36. 7 6.2 12.6
Grant 7.3 13.2 24. 2 9.0 32. 0
Ilier la 5. 9 22.9 32.4 6.1 37.4
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TABLK A - 1 (CONTINUED)
PARISH_______________MKDKDUC PCTFEM RACE OLDACE OCCUPA
t
I lie rv il 1 e 5. 3 18.8 48. 9 8. 6 32. 0
Jackson 7.9 19.2 29.8 7.2 45. 2
Jef ferson 8.4 23.9 15.7 4.2 49.2
Jefferson Davis 5.9 19.1 21.6 6.5 32. 9
LafayeCte 6.5 25.5 27.2 5.0 33. 7
Lafourche 4. 7 13.9 13.5 5.4 36. 1
La Salle 7.9 13.3 11.2 7.3 48. 9
L incoln 9.0 23.9 40. 2 7.3 30.6
L iv ings ton 7.3 18.1 14.7 5.8 34.2
Mad ison 5.4 20. 5 66.2 7.7 23. 9
Morehouse 6.5 20. 0 48.2 6.4 33.7
Natch itoches 5. 9 17.5 44. 9 8.1 21.9
Orleans 8.6 32.2 32. 0 7.1 44.4
Ouach ita 8. 5 30. 8 33. 0 6.7 34. 1
Plaquemines 6. 5 19.1 38. 7 5.3 44. 8
Pointe Coupee 4.5 21. 0 53. 7 8.1 20. 6
Rap ides 7.6 24. 7 33.2 7.0 34. 7
Red River 5.6 17.2 50. 0 8. 7 16.9
Richland 6.5 16.1 41.0 6.4 18. 7
Sab ine 6.8 13.0 20.6 8.0 28. 6
St. Bernard 7.2 19. 0 14.6 4. 9 43.8
St. Chalres 6.7 18.3 32. 6 6.2 44.8
St. Helena 6.8 20.8 53.1 7.5 17.4
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TABLE A - 1 (CONTINUED)___________________________
PARISH MEDEDUC PCTFEM RACE OLDAGE OCCUPA
S t. James 5.4 15.6 50. 3 8.2 31. 5
St. John Baptist 5. 5 15.6 49. 3 6.9 37. 7
St. Landry 4. 5 18.2 44. 6 5.1 21.0
St. Mar t in 3.6 17.8 37. 0 5.7 20. 7
St. Mary 5.6 21.8 38. 3 7.2 35. 3
St. Tammany 7.5 17.7 29.4 8.5 33. 9
Tangipahoa 6.9 30. 0 31.2 7.0 23.0
Tensas 5.4 22.2 64.8 9. 3 14.2
Terrebonne 5.5 19. 0 24. 6 5.4 40. 3
Un ion 7.4 11.6 34.6 7.7 29.2
Vermilion 4.4 17.4 12.7 6.3 24.8
Vernon 7.7 15.2 11.7 8.5 27.3
Wash ington 7.8 22.6 31. 5 5.6 37. 6
Webster 8.1 19.6 36. 5 6.7 40.8
West Baton Rouge 5.6 22. 5 53. 2 7.4 33.2
West Carroll 7.0 11.2 18.1 6.7 12.4
West Feliciana 5.5 15.0 71.2 6.8 20. 9
W inn 7.5 13.6 27.4 8.5 34.6
TABLE A - 1 (CONTINUED)
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PARISH____________
A cad la 
Allen 
As censIon 
AssumpC ion 
Avoyelles 
Beaure gard 
B ienv11le 
Bossler 
Caddo 
Calcasleu 
Caldwel1 
Cameron 
Catahoula 
ClaIborne 
Concord la 
De Soto
East Baton Rouge 
East Carroll 
East Feliciana 
Evan ge1 lne 
Franklin 
Grant 
Iberla
RURALFA MFG
31.1 8.6
29.5 27.8
34. 5 16.5
44. 0 16.5
45.6 4. 7
36. 9 24. 7
48. 2 21.0
24. 0 12.2
8.4 11.3
6.1 24. 5
42. 7 23.4
35.0 6. 9
59. 0 5. 9
46.8 8.3
44.1 9. 3
49. 7 14.8
4.6 24.4
61. 0 4.6
42. 8 16.7
45. 9 7.4
74.8 1.9
35.6 18. 0
16.6 10.8
M E D Y F A H  PROPERT
1679 9. 6
1820 9. 1
1661 11.3
1277 5.7
1327 7.5
1750 8.9
1387 8.4
2364 11.6
2638 11.6
3017 13.7
1472 7.2
2245 13.6
1276 6.0
1626 8.9
1265 5.0
12 94 6.4
3383 14.1
972 2.9
1100 5.0
1331 6.6
1359 5.2
1334 7.7
2075 11.7
TABLE A - 1 (CONTINUED)
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PARISH___________________ RURALFA
Iberv il1e 12.3
Jackson 21.3
Jef ferson 0.9
Jefferson Davis 25.3
Lafayette 24.4
Lafourche 20.3
L a S a l l e  21.4
L inco1n 34.2
Livingston 50.2
Madison 46.1
Morehouse 41.5
Natchitoches 41.9
Orleans ....
Ouachita 8.8
Plaquemines 17.6
Pointe Coupee 51.5
Rap ide s 15.1
Red River 67.2
Richland 64.0
Sab ine 38.1
St. Bernard 5.4
St. Charles 9.7
S t. Helena 7 5.3
MFG FMEDYFAM PROPERT
13.7 1660 10. 2
42. 5 1994 11.2
24. 7 2955 13.1
7.0 1842 8.1
6.8 2018 9. 9
3.6 2057 25.3
19. 6 1799 8.7
8. 7 1806 10. 7
24. 9 1884 13.0
19.0 1187 5.0
27.5 1847 8.1
8. 5 1159 5.4
14.2 2767 13.1
16. 3 2434 11.6
10.4 2349 10. 9
9.4 1263 7.1
13.1 1964 10.4
3.8 1147 5.4
3.3 1338 6.7
21. 9 1302 6.7
14. 7 2180 13.1
28.7 2150 10.1
12.7 1161 6.0
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TABLE A - 1 (CONTINUED)___________________________
PARISH RURALFA MFG FMEDYFAM PR0PERT
St. James 35. 8 22.1 1292 6. 3
St. John the Baptist 13.6 36. 9 1836 13.4
St. Landry 47. 5 6.1 1374 7.9
St. Mar t in 41. 1 5.4 1421 9.2
St. Mary 17.4 15.0 2059 12.4
St. Tammany 20. 5 17.4 1714 13.1
Tangipahoa 39. 0 12.4 1456 7.9
Tensas 63. 6 4.1 964 3.2
Terrebonne 14. 6 12.7 2065 13.5
Un ion 46. 5 21.1 1604 10.4
Vermilion 33. 5 6.5 1405 7.3
Vernon 41. 8 17.0 1281 6.8
Wash ington 34. 3 28.4 1853 8.2
Webs ter 23.7 25.3 2097 9.6
West Baton Rouge 35.1 14.2 1786 12.6
West Carroll 72.3 2.6 1173 6.2
West Feliciana
00* 18.7 1193 5.3
W inn 36.0 26.3 1487 8.0
Source: MEDEDUC (median years of education for those over
25 years of age): U. S. Bureau of the Census, 
U. S. Census of the Population: 1950. Vol. II, 
Characteristics of the Population, Part 18, 
Louisiana (Washington, D. C . : U. S. Government 
Printing Office, 1952), Table 12.
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TABLE A - 1 (CONTINUED)
PCTFEM (percent of females 14 years old and over in the 
labor force): Ibid.
RACE (percent of the total population that is nonwhite): 
Ibid.
OLDAGE (percent of the total population that is 65 years 
old and over): lb id.
OCCUPA (percent of those reporting earnings who are
classed as clerical, craft, or operative workers): 
computed from ibid, Table 43.
RURALFA (percent of the total population classified as 
rural farm): lb id., Table 12,
MFG (percent of those employed classified as working 
in manufacturing industries): Ibid.
MEDYFAM (median family income): lb id. , Table 45.
PROPERT (property income as a per cent of total personal 
income): computed from Loren C. Scott, Thomas R. 
Beard, and Jan W. Duggar, Economic Profile and 
Personal Income and Earning Data for Louisiana 
State Planning Districts, SMSA^s and non-SMSA 
Parishes in Louisiana (Division of Business 
Research, College of Business Administration, 
Louisiana State University: Baton Rouge, 1971), 
Appendix IV, pp. 97-164.
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TABLE A-2
PARISH VALUES OF THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES. 1960_______
PARISH MEDEDUC PCTFEM RACE OLDAGE OCCUPA
Acad ia 6.6 22.8 19.7 7 . 2 38.1
Allen 7.6 21.2 24. 8 8. 3 44. 7
Ascension 7.8 24.4 31. 9 7.8 47.9
As sumptIon 5.4 18. 3 41.2 8.7 37.8
Avoyelles 7.1 19. 7 27.8 9.4 30.9
Beaure gard 8.5 22.8 22.4 10. 3 43.8
B ienv111e 7.9 22.4 49.4 12.7 41.4
Boss ier 11.3 31. 4 24. 9 4.8 43. 9
Caddo 10.8 38.6 36. 5 8.1 39.8
Calcas leu 10.2 29.1 20. 9 4.6 47.2
Caldwell 8. 0 17.8 27.8 12.2 40.6
Cameron 7.9 15.3 6.4 6.0 49.5
Ca tahoula 7.3 15.1 35.2 9.4 43.1
Cla Iborne 8.6 26. 6 50. 3 13.1 38. 3
Concordia 8.1 27.4 46. 3 7.5 42.8
De Soto 7.5 25.4 57.5 12.3 36.2
East Baton Rouge 11. 9 36.4 31. 8 5.2 42.8
East Carroll 6.7 26.6 61. 2 10.1 27. 9
East Feliciana 7.2 22. 7 54. 0 11.9 38. 9
Evange1 ine 6.0 16.7 26.8 7.0 31.8
FranklIn 7.2 24. 5 40.6 9.1 28. 5
Grant 8.1 19.6 24.2 12.4 39.8
Iber ia 7.5 27.6 28.7 6.7 45. 5
TABLE A-2 (CONTINUED)
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PARISH MEDEDUC PCTFEM RACE OLDAGE OCCUPi
Iberv ille 6.8 24.4 49. 0 8. 9 39.6
Jackson 8.8 29.5 32.4 10.0 48. 0
Jefferson 10. 9 29.4 15.3 4. 0 48. 7
Jefferson Davis 7.7 26. 6 21.2 7.2 38. 5
Lafayet te 8.9 33.4 24. 0 5. 1 36.5
Lafourche 6.7 20.4 12.2 5.6 48.1
La Salle 8. 6 18.2 12.7 9. 7 51. 9
Lincoln 10. 7 32.7 41. 8 8. 6 40.1
L iv ings ton 8.4 23.1 15.0 6.7 53.1
Mad ison 6.7 26.6 64. 9 10. 2 35.7
Morehouse 7.9 25.2 46. 9 8.3 41. 9
Natchitoches 7.4 26.0 43.7 10.1 32.0
Orleans 9.0 35.4 37.4 8.6 44. 3
Ouach ita 9.8 34.1 32.2 7.6 42. 9
Plaquemines 8.1 21.5 28.8 4.1 53.7
Pointe Coupee 6.2 17.3 53.6 9. 0 36.1
Rap ides 9.1 31.6 30. 5 7.9 37.3
Red River 7.0 21.6 47. 6 11.5 35.8
R ichland 7.3 20. 8 44.4 8.6 35.0
Sab ine 8.0 20. 9 23.6 11.8 39.2
St. Bernard 10.1 24.3 7.5 3.5 58.8
St. Charles 8.9 22.1 27.1 5. 3 54.7
St. Helena 7.8 21.2 55. 5 8.8 30. 9
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TABLE A - 2 (CONTINUED)
PARISH MEDEDUC PCTFEM RACE OLDAGE OCCUPA
St. James 7.3 19.7 49. 3
o
*
00 40.2
St. John the Baptist 7.0 22.1 51. 6 6.9 47. 9
St. Landry 5. 9 23.8 43. 0 6.3 31.1
St. Martin 5.2 22.9 37. 2 6.6 32.5
St. Mary 7.8 26.0 30. 9 6.3 45.7
St. Tammany 8.8 29. 0 27. 5 8.2 41.2
Tangipahoa 8.0 30. 6 33. 9 8.2 38. 9
Tensas 6.1 21.4 65. 0 10. 2 31.1
Terrebonne 7.4 23.1 20. 5 4. 9 50.8
Un ion 8.3 20. 6 36. 8 11.6 46. 5
Vermilion 6.2 23.6 12. 9 8.0 37.6
Vernon 8.3 18.8 13. 3 11.3 34. 6
Wash ington 8.7 29. 6 33. 9 7.8 46.8
Webster 9.0 28. 9 34. 5 8.9 45.6
West Baton Rouge 7.5 23.2 49. 3 7.4 49.6
West Carroll 8.1 17.6 22. 4 9.8 24.3
West Eeliciana 7.2 21. 9 66. 1 6. 1 27.8
W inn 8.0 21.6 31. 2 11.8 40.5
PARISH
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TABLE A - 2 (CONTINUED)
RURALFA MFG MEDYFAM PROPERT
Acadia 18.
Allen 9.
Ascens ion 5.
As a umption 7.
Avoye11e s 28.
Beauregard 9.
B ienv il1e 11.
Bossier 4.
Caddo 2.
Ca1casieu 1 .
Caldwell 25.
Cameron 9.
Catahoula 31.
Cla iborne 15.
Concord ia 16.
De Soto 15.
East Baton Rouge 0.
East Carroll 36.8
East Feliciana 9.7
Evange1 ine 27. 9
Franklin 44.8
Grant 8.8
Iberia 5.5
8. 5 3128 13.6
26.3 3335 9. 3
20. 0 3877 16.0
18. 5 2817 7.4
7.4 2159 12.0
20. 2 3148 10.8
24. 3 2586 12.1
12.1 4568 14.2
11.9 4964 14.2
20.5 5167 14.2
17.1 2430 8.5
7.3 4466 12.7
9.0 2103 8.3
16.2 2868 12.1
15.2 3266 10. 9
20. 9 2680 8.8
19. 9 5830 15.1
4.3 2065 4.7
10.1 2749 3.2
7.9 2149 8.0
5. 3 2094 6.5
15. 3 2701 9.0
11.6 4329 15.9
0
5
5
3
3
7
3
0
0
3
3
6
2
4
4
2
9
TABLE A - 2 (CONTINUED)
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PARISH RURALFA MFG MEDYFAM PROPERT
INerv ille
Ja ckson
Jefferson
Jefferson Davis
Lafayette
Lafourche
La Salle
L incoln
L iv ings ton
Mad ison
Morehous e
Na tchltoches
Orleans
Ouach ita
Plaquemines
Pointe Coupee
Rapides
Red River
R ichland
Sab ine
St. Bernard
St. Charles
St. Helena
4. 0 14.0
4. 6 41. 1
0.1 21.0
12.5 7.5
10.1 7.8
6.3 12.9
6. 0 22. 0
5.1 11.4
10.1 24.1
25.6 14. 9
20. 5 30. 0
18.2 10. 0
---- 13. 6
2.3 16. 9
2.1 16.5
19.6 11.4
4. 2 11.0
16. 3 9. 9
39. 3 6.4
12.4 27.0
0.2 28. 2
1.7 35.8
33.6 14. 9
3125 11.2
3683 12.9
6061 15.4
3795 12.1
4483 14.8
4330 14.1
3433 8.7
3477 13.1
3825 19.8
2190 7.5
3248 10. 3
2382 8.5
4807 15.4
4367 14.4
5127 7.4
2486 9.4
3783 12.5
2034 6.9
2286 9.0
2816 11.1
6028 15.4
5289 12.3
2111 13.4
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TABLE A - 2 (CONTINUED)___________________________
PARISH RURALFA MFG MEDYFAM PROPERT
St. James 6.7 30.4 3659 8.5
St. John the Baptist 1.4 37.5 4079 13.3
St. Landry 27.1 5.0 2480 9. 0
S t. Mar tin 18. 7 6.5 2518 11.4
St. Mary 2.5 13.6 4686 13.8
St. Tammany 4. 5 17.0 3868 15.4
Tangipahoa 13.3 16.8 2917 10. 3
Tensas 39.1 6. 9 1683 3.1
Terrebonne 1.9 12.3 4831 15.1
Un ion 12.8 27.4 2890 12.7
Vermilion 19. 0 7.3 3354 12.5
Vernon 11.9 13.1 2788 10.1
Wash ington 14. 6 33.1 3924 9.7
W e b s t e r 5.6 26.7 4055 12.5
West Baton Rouge 5. 3 18. 2 4037 15.4
West Carroll 49. 8 5.8 2155 6.5
West Feliciana 14.8 18.4 2459 5.6
W inn 6.4 25. 7 2777 10.2
Sources: MEDEDUC (median years of education for all over
25 years of age): U. S. Bureau of the 
Census, U. S. Census of the Population: 
1960. Vol. I, Characteristics of the 
Population. Part 20, Louisiana 
(Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government 
Printing Office, 1963), Table 35.
PCTFGM (percentage of females, 14 years old and over, 
who are in the labor force): Ibid. , Tahle 36.
RACK (percentage of the total population that is non­
white): Ih id , Table 13.
OLDAGE (percentage of the total population that is 
sixty-five years old and over): Ibid.
OCCUPA (percentage of those reporting earnings who 
are classed as clerical, craft, or operative 
workers): computed from Ibid, Table 84.
RURALFA (percentage of the total population that is 
rural farm): lb id, Table 35.
MFG (percentage of employed persons in manufacturing 
industries): lb id, Table 34.
MEDYFAM (median family income): Ibid.
PROPERT (property income as a percentage of total 
personal income): computed from Loren C.
Scott, Thomas R. Beard, and Jan W. Duggar, 
Economic Profile and Personal Income and 
Earning Data for Louisiana State Planning 
Districts, SMSA's and non-SMSA Parishes in 
Louisiana (Baton Rouge: Division of Research,
College of Business Administration, Louisiana 
State University, 1971), Appendix IV, pp. 
97-164.
TABLE A - 3
PARISH VALUES OF THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES. 1970
PARISH MEDEDUC PCTFEM RACE 0LDAGE 0CCUPA
Acad la 8. 3 27.2 19.9 9.2 45.4
Allen 9. 0 27.0 24. 7 10.2 45. 9
AscensIon 10. 3 28. 1 27.1 7.3 52. 2
Assumption 7.5 20. 0 37.4 8.2 47.7
Avoyelles 8.6 24.8 27.7 11.4 37.6
Beauregard 11.1 31.1 18.9 9.4 50.7
B ienv ille 9. 5 31.2 46. 9 14.6 50.2
Bossler 12.1 37. 7 20. 2 6.0 49.6
Caddo 12.0 41.5 36. 9 10. 3 45.1
Calcasleu 11.7 33.8 21.8 6.7 48.7
Caldwel1 9.7 28. 3 23.7 13.6 38. 5
Cameron 9.4 26.0 6.9 7.5 46.1
Catahoula 9. 3 25. 0 29. 3 10.5 36. 9
C 1a iborne 9. 3 32. 0 50.1 17.1 46. 9
Concord la 9. 9 34.7 39. 0 8.0 43. 9
De Soto 8. 9 30. 3 53.4 14. 7 47. 7
East Baton Rouge 12. 3 40.2 29. 0 6.0 44. 7
East Carroll 8.1 30. 6 59.2 10. 9 27.8
East Feliclana 8.4 30.7 53.9 13.4 36. 3
Evan gelIne 7.6 25.2 27. 2 9.6 38.1
Franklin 8. 9 29.3 35.8 11.4 37. 3
Grant 9.6 25.2 22.9 13.2 44.4
Iber ia 9.4 30. 9 28.0 7 . 7 46. 9
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PARISH MEDEDUC PCTFEM RACE OLDAGE OCCUPA___
Iherv il1e 8.7 28. 7 47. 6 9. 5 43.2
Jackson 10.0 32. 1 32.1 12.3 53.9
Jefferson 12.1 37.1 12.8 4.9 49.2
Jefferson Davis 9.2 27.9 20. 5 8.7 42.4
Lafayet te 11.7 38.2 21. 9 5.9 39.8
Lafourche 8.5 25.4 11.5 5. 9 48. 9
La Salle 10. 2 24. 0 11.4 12.6 52. 3
Lincoln 12.0 38.0 40. 2 9.3 39.1
L iv ingston 10. 5 31.1 11.3 7.0 57.1
Mad ison 8. 5 31.4 61.1 12.8 34. 3
Morehouse 9. 5 30. 7 42. 5 10. 9 41. 9
Nat ch itoches 9.4 33.1 37.6 11.3 39.1
Or1eans 10.8 40. 0 45. 5 10. 6 44. 3
Ouach ita 11.7 39. 0 27.4 8.7 44. 6
Plaquemines 9.8 26.6 25. 3 4.2 54.8
Pointe Coupee 8.2 25. 3 50. 3 10.1 41.5
Rap ides 11.1 35.7 28.1 9.2 40. 9
Red River 9. 2 34. 8 42. 2 13.4 47.4
R ichland 8. 9 29. 5 40.7 12.1 39. 9
Sablne 9. 3 22. 3 19.8 13.6 45.4
St. Bernard 11.0 32. 5 5.5 4.4 59.7
St. Charles 10. 9 30. 0 26.4 5.6 52.1
St. Helena 9.2 27.5 55.8 8.7 35.2
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PARISH__________________MEDEDUC PCTFEM RACE OLDAGE OCCUPA
S t. James 9.6
St. John the Baptist 9.9
S t . L a n d r y  7.8
S t. Mar t in 7.5
St. Mary 9.9
St. Tammany 11.9
Tang ipahoa 9.6
Tensas 7.9
Terrebonne 9.6
Union 9.7
Vermilion 8.3
Vernon 11.8
Washington 10.3
Webster 10.6
West Baton Rouge 10.1
West Carroll 9.2
West Feliciana 9.1
W inn 9.7
21.7 47. 3 8. 0 50. 7
24.6 46. 5 6.5 52. 3
25.4 41.4 8.3 40. 5
25. 7 35. 0 7.4 43.3
32. 0 28.6 6. 1 47.6
31.6 19.0 7.5 44. 0
32.2 31.5 8. 9 42. 2
24. 6 59.4 13.0 25. 9
27.5 18.1 5.1 49.4
33. 6 33.4 13.6 51. 5
25.9 13.6 10.2 42. 6
28.7 11.5 4.2 49. 0
30. 6 32. 3 10. 3 50.1
35.2 31.4 11.4 53.6
28. 3 43.1 6.9 51. 9
23.5 19. 1 11.5 40. 7
28. 6 67.2 5.4 39. 6
27. 5 30. 5 13.0 48.4
TABLE A - 3 (CONTINUED)
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PARISH RURALFA MFG MEDYFAM PROPER'
Acadia 15.4 11.2 5550 15. 5
Allen 11.0 23.6 5931 10. 1
Ascension 2.9 24. 5 7894 22. 9
As sump t ion 18.5 21. 9 6135 8.6
Avoyelies 14. 0 8. 9 4435 10.8
Beaure gard 11.5 18.4 6940 10.7
B ienv il1e 9.1 33.7 5187 15. 3
Boss ier 4. 9 18.6 7927 15. 3
Caddo .8 18.1 8103 15.3
Calcasleu 2.9 19.0 8404 14.6
Caldwell 14.8 13.4 5224 11.6
Cameron 12.9 11.8 7726 16. 9
Catahoula 23.6 12.0 4850 10.3
Cla iborne 4.8 23.9 5347 14. 3
Concord la 11.7 15.5 6321 11.9
De Soto 7.1 27. 5 5074 11.4
East Baton Rouge 1.0 17.3 9627 14.8
East Carroll 22.5 5.6 3612 9. 5
East Feliciana 5.6 19.3 5755 7.7
Evange1 ine 18.4 11.1 4289 12.5
Franklin 27. 3 10. 5 4171 11.7
Grant 14.5 15.6 5329 11.5
Iber ia 6.6 12.9 7109 18.3
TABl-^^^3>i^ C O N T n j U E D ^
PARISH RURALFA MFG MEDYFAM PROPERT
Iberv ille 5.0 17.0 6251 13.3
Jackson 5.7 A2. A 6608 1A. 1
Jefferson . 2 15.8 10235 16.6
Jefferson Davis 9.2 8.7 60A9 13.5
Lafayet te 2.7 5. A 7916 1 A. 6
Lafourche 6.3 15.2 7855 15.3
La Salle A.6 23.8 5799 11. A
Lincoln 2. 5 11.0 6535 1A. A
Livingston 6. A 17.9 7652 21.1
Mad ison 16.7 13.1 3981 9.2
Morehouse 7.2 29. A 5708 11.8
Natch itoches 7. A 7.5 A598 12. A
Or1eans ---- 11.9 7AA5 16.6
Ouach ita 1.7 15. A 735A 15.1
Plaquemines 10. 9 10.5 8601 6.9
Pointe Coupee 21.8 12.8 A957 13.1
Rap ides 3.0 12.2 6831 13.6
Red River 15.3 21.1 A563 13.0
R ichland 18.0 13. A 4868 13.1
Sab ine 7. A 28.5 51A6 1A. 3
St. Bernard 1.1 21.6 9638 16.6
St. Charles 2.7 32. 3 900A 13. A
St. Helena 22. 0 1 A. 7 4107 18. 5
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TABLF. A- 3 (CONTINUED)______________________________
PARISH RURALFA MFG MEDYFAM PROPERT
St. James 9. 2 44. 2 8049 11.3
St. John the Baptist 3. 3 36. 3 8275 14.4
St. Landry 14.4 6.5 4919 12.6
St. Mar t in 8. 5 8.6 5157 16.7
St. Mary 2.6 13.8 8146 15.6
St. Tammany 4. 7 20. 5 8655 16.6
Tangipahoa 7.8 15.9 5208 12.8
Tensas 24. 0 7.6 3173 4.9
Terrebonne 5.9 11.8 8338 15. 9
Un ion 8.1 26.5 5976 16.4
Vermilion 14.2 8.0 5946 14.8
Vernon 3.2 10. 6 6450 9.1
Wash ington 8.2 27.7 6377 10.1
Webster 4. 6 37. 3 7215 14.4
West Baton Rouge 2.3 23. 3 6920 17.5
West Carroll 38. 0 13.6 4802 13.2
West Feliciana 6.7 31.1 5355 13.7
W inn 4.3 36.4 5405 13.1
Sources: MEDEDUC (median school years completed for
persons 25 years old and over): U. S.
Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 
1970. General Social and Economic 
Characteristics, Louisiana (Washington, D. C . : 
U. S. Government Printing Office, 1972),
Table 43.
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PCTFEM (percentage of females, 16 years and over, in the 
labor force): lb id, Table 44.
RACE (percentage of the total population that is Negro 
and other races): U. S. Bureau of the Census,
Census of Population: 1970. General Population
Characteristics, Louisiana (Washington, D. C.:
U . S . Government Printing Office, 1971), Table 16.
OLDAGE (percentage of the total population 65 years and 
over): Ibid, Table 16.
OCCUPA (percentage of those employed who are clerical,
craft, or operative workers): Social and Economic
Characteristics, Table 122.
RURALFA (percentage of the total population classed as 
rural farm): lb id, Table 43.
MFG (percentage of those employed in manufacturing 
industries): lb id, Table 44.
MEDYFAM (median family income): lb id.
PROPERT (property income as a percentage of total
personal income): U. S. Department of Commerce, 
Office of Business Statistics,"Personal Income 
by Type", available in the Bureau of Business 
Research Library, Louisiana Tech, Ruston, La.
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TABLE A-4
GINI CONCENTRATION COEFFICIENTS 
OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT FOR PERSONS OVER 25, 
LOUISIANA PARISHES, 1950, 1960, AND 1970
PARISH 1950 1960 1970
Acad ia . 5036 .4434 . 3541
Al 1 en . 3917 . 3563 . 2830
Ascens ion .4168 . 3530 .2513
Assumpt ion . 5132 .4608 . 3653
Avoyelles .4208 . 3861 . 3057
Beauregard . 3268 . 2927 . 2173
B ienv il1e . 3516 . 3260 .2643
Boss ier . 3199 .2515 .1919
Caddo . 3151 .2686 . 2222
Calcasieu . 3538 . 2858 . 2426
Caldwe11 . 3212 . 3602 . 2575
Cameron .4482 . 3496 .2615
Ca tahoula .4127 . 3722 . 2742
C 1a iborne .3543 . 3167 . 2829
Concord ia . 3980 . 3553 . 2675
De Soto .4085 . 3704 . 3119
East Baton Rouge . 3049 .2506 . 2010
East Carroll .4352 .4043 . 3451
East Feliciana .4498 . 3760 . 3126
Evan ge1 ine . 5337 .4690 . 3684
Franklin .4011 . 3767 . 3090
Grant .3483 . 3215 .2614
Iber ia . 4722 .4000 . 3173
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T A B L E A - 4 ( C 0 n t i n u e d )
PARISH 1950 1960 1970
Iherv il1e .4662 .4107 . 3169
Jacks on .3125 . 2815 . 2464
Jefferson . 3248 . 2502 .2009
Jefferson Davis .4646 . 3898 . 3178
Lafayette .4769 . 3790 . 2923
Lafourche . 5096 .4241 . 3287
La Salle . 3129 . 2788 . 2284
L incoln . 3205 . 2780 . 2348
L iv in gs ton . 3323 . 3032 . 2331
Mad ison .4274 .4138 . 3413
Morehouse . 3569 . 3469 . 2835
Natchitoches .4513 .4023 . 3111
Orleans .2913 .2690 . 2347
Ouach ita . 3237 .2808 . 2285
Plaquemines .4096 . 3333 .2621
Pointe Coupee . 4664 .4312 . 3385
Rap ides . 3677 . 3015 . 2572
Red River .4465 .3846 .2854
R ich1an d . 3942 . 3764 . 3066
Sab ine . 3643 . 3285 . 2728
St. Dernard . 3495 .2243 .1924
St. Charles . 3990 . 3048 . 2377
St. Helena . 3536 .3908 . 2816
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PARISH 1950 1960 1970
St. James .4472 . 3778 . 2766
St. John the Baptist .4478 . 3866 . 2751
St. Landry . 5263 . 4722 . 3786
St. Martin . 5798 . 5058 . 3829
St. Mary . 4783 . 3769 . 2869
St. Tammany . 3476 . 2879 .2066
Tangipahoa . 3966 . 3507 . 2833
Tensas .4492 .4252 . 3466
Terrebonne .4661 . 3826 . 2966
Un ion .3474 . 3012 . 2531
Vermilion . 5435 .4668 . 3518
Vernon . . 2972 . 2954 .1979
Wash ington .3199 . 2938 . 2367
Webs ter .3193 .2898 . 2360
West Baton Rouge .4778 . 3833 .2805
West Carroll . 3453 . 3073 . 2870
West Feliciana .4540 . 3787 .2619
W inn ..3462 . 3208 .2501
Sources: U. S. Bureau of the Census, U. S. Census of the
Population: 1950. Vol. IX, Characteristics of 
the Population, Part 18, Louisiana (Washington, 
D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1952), 
Table 42.
TABLE A-4 (CONTINUED)
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U. S. Bureau of the Census, U. S. Census of 
the Population: 1960. Vol. I, Characteristics 
of the Population. Part 20, Louisiana 
(Washington, D. C . : U. S. Government Printing
Office, 1963), Table 83.
U. S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population; 
197 0. General Social and Economic Characteristics, 
Louisiana (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government 
Printing Office, 1972), Table 120.
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APPENDIX B
Computation of the G in 1 ratio of concentration requires 
the mean income of each income class. The mean of each 
closed class is assumed to he the mid-point of that class.
In Census data, the highest income class is open-ended.
The cut-off level of income is $10,000 in 1950, $25,000 in 
1960, and $50,000 in 1970. There is no indication of the 
average income received by those income recipients in these 
highest classes. There are two viable alternatives to 
choose between for finding a mean income of the open-ended 
classes. First, it is possible to arbitrarily assign a 
mean income to the open-ended class for each parish.
A second, perhaps more scientific, approach is to use a 
Pareto distribution to estimate the mean income of the 
highest class. A program based on a method proposed by 
Miller* was developed to compute the mean income of the 
open-ended class for each of the sixty-four Louisiana 
parishes. The Pareto approach is not appropriate, however, 
in cases where the recipients in the open interval exceed or 
equal those in the previous interval. This was the case for 
thirteen parishes in 1950, four parishes in 1960, and two 
parishes in the 1970 Census data. In the case of the $25,000 
and over class (1960 Census data), the suggested procedure is
^Herman P. Miller, Income Distribution in the United 
States (A 1960 Census Monograph, Washington, D. C.: U. S. 
Government Printing Office, 1966), pp. 215-19,
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to use $44,000 as the mean i n c o m e .  ^ This figure was 
remarkably close to the mean incomes suggested by the 
Pareto approach using Louisiana data. Consequently, $44,000 
was used as the mean income of the open class in the four 
parishes where the Pareto approach was not appropriate. In 
the case of the $10,000 and over class (1950 Census data), 
Miller suggests using $20,000 where the Pareto-derived mean 
is not appropriate. However, for the fifty-one parishes in 
which the Pareto approach is appropriate, the average of 
the mean incomes for the open class is found to be $16,132. 
Therefore, for 1950 data, $16,000 rather than $20,000 was 
used as the mean income for the open class for the thirteen 
parishes where the Pareto method was not appropriate.
Miller has no recommendation for the mean income in the 
case of open-ended classes starting at $50,000. Therefore, 
the average was computed for all parishes for which the 
Pareto method was appropriate, and the figure was used 
as the mean income for the highest class in Jackson and 
West Feliciana. The figure used was $84,400.
2 lb id., p. 215.
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TABLE B-l
MEAN INCOME USED FOR OPEN-ENDED CLASS 
IN COMPUTING GINI RATIO, 1950, 1960, AND 1970
PARISH 1950 1960 1970
Acad la 16,000* 41,791 86,290
A1 len 19,453 43,744 91 ,775
As cens ion 12,561 40,046 71 ,803
Assumption 18,982 74,255 93,843
Avoyelles 14,557 53,569 68,416
Beaure gard 12,969 44,000* 85,323
B ienv111e 16,000* 51 ,766 84,400*
Bossler 15,065 37 ,620 69,045
Caddo 18,069 43,979 81,767
Calcasleu 16,649 43,123 77 ,637
Caldwell 18,260 64,244 76,087
Cameron 16,000* 62 ,169 84,400*
Catahoula 13,464 44,000* 92 ,123
ClaIborne 14,685 48,804 84,969
Concord la 16,000* 36,369 85,530
De Soto 19,453 32,985 97 ,110
East Baton Rouge 15,512 40,171 78,288
East Carroll 16,722 35,607 105,646
East Feliciana 18,982 49,407 89,115
Evan gellne 16,000* 44,826 81,092
Franklin 15,174 43,424 93,202
Gran t 17,270 41 ,583 77,566
Iberla 15,146 44,764 90,846
TABLE B-l (CONTINUED)
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PARISH 1950 1960 1970
Iberv il1e 15,862 34,043 101,271
Ja cks on 12 , 588 37,701 84,400*
Je f ferson 16,698 41 ,849 78,864
Jefferson Davis 18,518 44,577 95 ,414
Lafayet te 18,841 44,053 88,160
Lafourche 15,808 49,927 86,977
La Salle 16,000* 44,000* 94,742
L incoln 20,070 40,352 89,486
L ivings ton 13,364 40,748 68,725
Mad ison 17,270 69,731 91,011
Morehouse 16,982 43,670 77,193
Na tchitoches 16,104 32 ,910 98,273
Orleans 17,732 49,720 91,408
Ouach ita 19,936 49,127 84,088
PIaquemines 12,761 35,404 66,213
Polnte Coupee 16,000* 45,368 77 ,729
Rapides 16,000* 39,772 84,657
Red River 15,446 44,000* 81 ,344
R ichland 18,796 44,190 80,968
Sab ine 16,000* 53,446 84,969
St. Bernard 15,446 39,473 75,683
St. Charles 12,943 44,123 75,601
St. Helena 16,373 39,587 82,994
TABLE B-l (CONTINUED)
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PARISH 1950 1960 1970
St. James 16,000* 45,023 74,982
St. John the Baptist 13,108 36,369 68,633
St. Landry 16,256 47,864 79,889
St. Martin 16,000* 42,995 73,042
St. Mary 14,339 47,073 77,129
St. Tammany 16,373 54,066 79,350
Tangipahoa 15,669 33,236 79,097
Tensas 15,714 44,000* 84,400*
Terrebonne 14,896 39,550 81,625
Un ion 16,722 59,370 79,877
Vermilion 16,000 37,147 89,075
Vernon 16,000* 39,587 79,571
Wash ington 15,516 35,373 71,345
Webs ter 17,944 40,397 77,701
West Baton Rouge 14,481 46,727 98,175
West Carroll 18,260 39,092 70,949
West Feliciana 12,244 44,000* 84,400*
W inn 16,722 37 ,657 166,400
Sources: Author's computations based on Miller, Income Distri­
bution, pp. 215-219.
* Indicates that Pareto method not appropriate for computing 
income of the open-ended class, or that there were no 
recipients in the highest class.
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TABLE B-2
GINI RATIOS OF INCOME CONCENTRATION, 
LOUISIANA PARISHES, 1950, 1960, AND 1970
PARISH 1950 1960 1970
Acad ia .4677 .4688 .4454
Allen .4447 .4202 . 4370
As cens ion .4418 .4083 . 3843
Assumpt ion .4633 .4668 .4124
Avoyelles .4302 .4861 .4411
Beaure gard .4058 .4312 .4106
B ienv il1e .4424 . 5034 .4144
Bos s ier .4224 . 3802 .3596
Caddo .4589 .4351 .4195
Calcasieu .4006 . 3728 . 3818
Caldwel1 .4575 .4752 .4384
Cameron .4330 .4231 . 3462
Catahoula ..4591 .4802 .4667
Cla iborne .4804 .4664 .4495
Concord ia .5182 .4363 .4568
De Soto .4971 .4433 .4620
East Baton Rouge . 3937 . 3866 . 3902
East Carroll . 5614 . 5040 . 5361
East Felic iana . 5421 .4703 .4509
Evangeline .4831 .4829 .4732
Franklin .4817 . 5097 .4918
Gran t .4322 .4013 .4036
Iber ia .4430 .4260 .4089
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TABLE B - 2 (CONTINUED)
PARISH 1950 1960 1970
Iberv il1e .4539 .4507 .4604
Jackson . 3937 .4038 .4237
Jefferson . 3958 . 3527 . 3547
Jefferson Davis .4915 .4375 .4430
Lafayette . .4691 .4428 .4366
Lafourche . .4124 .4118 . 3788
La Salle .4161 . 3835 .4102
Lincoln . 5005 .4473 .4644
L iv ings ton . 4408 .4099 . 3713
Mad is on .4879 . 5185 . 5188
Morehous e . 4600 .4580 .4313
Natch itoches . 5189 . 47 30 . 5074
Orleans .4310 .4434 .4697
Ouach ita .4560 .4224 .4231
PIaquemines .4187 . 3678 . 3457
Pointe Coupee .4913 .4883 .4417
Rap ides .4560 .4139 .4178
Red River .4788 .4581 .4487
Richland . 5013 . 5231 .4559
Sab ine .4668 .4880 .4462
St. Bernard .4323 . 2987 . 3170
St. Charles .4363 . 3666 . 3570
St. Helena .4888 .4996 .4643
TABLE B-2 (CONTINUED)
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PARISH 1950 1960 1970
St. James . 4537 .4138 . 3685
St. John the Baptist . 3887 . 3826 . 3687
St. Landry . 4850 . 5028 . 4727
St. Mar t in .4697 . 4680 .4310
St. Mary .4358 .4136 . 3806
St. Tammany .4457 . 4535 .4143
Tan gipahoa . 4706 .4384 .4583
Tensas . 5744 . 5273 .4994
Terrebonne .4261 . 3875 . 3685
Un ion .4279 .4244 .4088
Vermilion . 5049 .4523 .4364
Vernon .4775 .4245 . 3641
Wash in gton .4513 .4182 .4153
Webs ter .4126 .4119 . 3854
West Baton Rouge .4486 . 4323 .4332
West Carroll .4752 .4804 .4739
West Feliciana .4649 .4888 . 5066
W inn . 4386 .4040 .4661
Sources: U. S. Bureau of the Census, U. S. Census of the 
Population: 1950. Vol. II, Characteristics of 
the Population, Part 18, Louisiana (Washington, 
D. C . : U. S. Government Printing Office, 1952),
Table 45.
U. S. Bureau of the Census, U. S. Census of the 
Population: 1960. Vol. I, Characteristics 
of the Population. Part 20, Louisiana 
(Washington, D. C. : U. S. Government Printing 
Office, 1963), Table 86.
TABLE B-2 (CONTINUED)
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U. S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 
197 0. General Social and Economic Characteristics, 
Louisiana (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government 
Printing Office, 1972), Table 124.
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TABLE C-l
RATIO OF MEDIAN INCOME OF NONWHITE FAMILIES 
AND UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS TO MEDIAN INCOME OF ALL 
FAMILIES AND UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS, LOUISIANA PARISHES, 
1950, 1960, AND 1970
PARISH 1950 1960 1 970
Acadia . 598 . 507 .6 04
Allen .690 . 592 . 561
Ascens ion .599 . 503 . 393
Assumption .762 .654 . 565
Avoyel1e s .732 .668 . 645
Beauregard .622 . 587 . 563
B ienv il1e .748 .710 .742
Boss ier .540 . 422 .425
Caddo .493 .468 .498
Calcasieu .562 . 565 . 509
Caldwe11 .790 . 747 . 707
Cameron . NA NA . 546
Catahoula .689 . 640 .475
Claiborne . 586 . 586 . 570
Concord ia .768 . 514 .435
De Soto .735 . 670 . 669
East Baton Rouge . 506 .489 .484
East Carroll .689 .750 .698
East Felic iana .772 .699 . 605
Evange1 ine .695 . 682 . 616
Franklin .7 08 .541 . 586
Grant .754 .661 . 588
Iber ia . 502 .496 . 523
TABLE C-l (CONTINUED)
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PARISH 1950 1960 1970
Iberv 11 le . 664 . 599 . 551
Jackson .7 04 . 588 . 586
Jefferson .491 .446 . 524
Jefferson Davis . 621 . 525 . 567
Lafayet te .576 . 544 . 556
Lafourche .469 .432 . 533
La Salle NA . 519 .434
L incoln .712 .589 . 596
L Iv ings ton . 582 .497 .433
Mad Ison .821 .703 .662
Morehouse .596 . 531 . 530
Nat ch itoches .775 .854 .840
Orleans .609 .630 . 661
Ouach ita .552 . 503 . 378
Plaquemines .424 . 456 . 550.
Pointe Coupee .738 .660 .668
Rap ides .648 . 613 . 575
Red River . 764 .689 .557
R ichland .640 . 613 .550
Sab ine .809 .6 98 .496
St. Bernard NA . 361 .478
St. Charles .499 . 372 . 518
St. Helena . 680 .7 08 .786
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TABLE C-l (CONTINUED)
PARISH 1950 1960 1970
St. James .749 . 575 . 543
St. John the Baptist . 673 .551 .551
St* Landry .664' . 572 .548
St. Martin .687 . 68 9 . 649
St. Mary .519 .440 . 510
St. Tammany .701 .623 .474
•
Tangipahoa .669 .661 . 662
Tensas .725 .657 .734
Terrebonne .487 .450 .521
Union .778 .724 .639
Vermllion .625 .546 .535
Vernon .453 .692 . 645
Washington .637 .495 .556
Webster .590 .514 .517
West Baton Rouge .632 .527 . 541
West Carroll .688 .609 .481
West Feliciana .838 .631 . 556
W inn . 696 .670 . 581
$
Sources: U» S. Bureau of the Census, U. S. Census of the
Population: 1950. Vol. II, Characteristics of 
the Population, Part 18, Louisiana (Washington, 
D, C . : U. S. Government Printing Office, 1952), 
Table 45a.
U. S. Bureau of the Census, U. S. Census of the 
Population: 1960. Vol. I, Characteristics 
of the Population. Part 20, Louisiana 
(Washington, D. C . : U. S. Government Printing 
Office, 1963), Table 88.
211
TABLE C-l (CONTINUED)
U. S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population; 
197 0. Ceneral Social and Economic Characteristics, 
Louisiana (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government
Printing Office, 1972), Table 128.
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